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REPORT 





On May 28, 1953, our predecessor investigating subcommittee in the 
83d Congress issued a report with recommendations which condemned 
the use by the Department of the Army of appropriated moneys ex- 
pended on its behalf by Reconstruction Finance Corporation in con- 
ducting, for the Army Ordnance Corps, a tire-testing operation at 
Camp Bullis, Tex. 

In the fiscal year 1953, this operation had cost the Government 
$1,950,000. The Army had contributed 22 percent of this sum. It 
was proposed that the succeeding appropriation be increased to $2,140,- 
000. The Army would then contribute 28 percent or $600,000 for the 
year 1954. 

That subcommittee in the 83d Congress found that there was a 
duplication of facilities readily available among commercial manu- 
facturers of tires. 

That subcommittee found that tests could be much more efficiently 
and less expensively obtained by simpler and more direct methods. 
That operation by the Government had required 284 employees; and 
99 was the highest number of employees engaged in testing by the 
largest tire producer in the United States for comparable work. 

That subcommittee was very positive in its conclusions. The sub- 
ject was then taken up with the House Appropriations Committee 
immediately after that subcommittee’s report. With the concurrence 
of the House Appropriations Committee, Hon. Charles Nelson, a mem- 
ber of that subcommittee in the 83d Congress and of this subcommittee 
in the §4th Congress, introduced an amendment to the appropriation 
bill for the Army providing that none of the funds could be used for 
this tire testing. 

He was joined by Hon. Gerald Ford, chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Army Appropriations. The House Appropriations Committee 
issued a report which stated : 


The committee specifically directs that the Army cease making available its 
funds, either from this appropriation title or from any other, for the conduct 
of the tire-testing program now under way at Camp Bullis, Tex., or any similar 
activity whether or not jointly sponsored. Testimony did little to dispel the 
view that the operation was unnecessary (H. Rept. 680, 88d Cong.). 


The Senate eliminated the restrictive language from the appropria- 


tion bill but the conferees inserted in the conference report the fol- 
lowing: 


Amendment No. 10—Research and development, Army: Strikes out, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, the language of the House bill prohibiting maintenance of 
tire-testing facilities. 

The conferees reiterate the House report in that none of the funds shall be 
used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration with the RFC or 
which would duplicate available commercial testing or testing facilities (p. 6, 
H. Rept. 1015, 88d Cong., 1st sess.). 
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Notwithstanding, Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc., of Redwood 
City, Calif., were employed in November 1953 to continue these oper- 
ations and have since been continuously employed. Their contract ex- 
pires in September 1956. 

The Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (Gen. Williston B. Palmer) 
appeared before our subcommittee when this subject was again 
brought to our attention by congressional complaints. The general 
acknowledged that he had become “keenly aware of the apparent 
misunderstanding” between the Army and this subcommittee. He 
testified that when the subject was before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, Army representatives requested that the language in the 
House bill be deleted. The House and Senate conferees, while agree- 
ing that the legal restrictions might be stricken from the bill, re- 
iterated in the conference report that none of these funds— 
be used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration with the RFC 
{sic] or which would duplicate available commercial testing facilities. 

The general stated that it was clear to him from the conference 
report that while there was no restrictive language in the legislation 
itself, it was— 
the announced desire of Congress * * * to prevent any duplication of available 
commercial facilities. 

The 1953 report had been submitted to the Secretary of the Army 
(Hon. Robert Stevens), who thereupon wrote this congressional com- 
mittee that the RFC program would be discontinued; and that— 
the entire program for testing tires within the Army would be reviewed in order 
to insure that we do the minimum amount justified by military requirements. 
That is the last we heard. 

In October 1953, unknown to this subcommittee and without consul- 
tation with us, Col. John Cone, Army’s G-4, approved, with the con- 
currence of the Chief of Research and Development and the Army 
comptroller, a new contract. 

General Palmer concluded his testimony with the observation that 
the Army could have “handled its congressional relations better than 
it did” if it had presented to this subcommittee what it calls its “modi- 
fied program” with complete explanation in addition to seeking the 
approval of the House Appropriations Subcommittee. 

He said, however, that no funds had been programed for the future; 
that the Wetmore Hodges contract expired in September; and that 
the plan was to close Camp Bullis and to conduct some tire testing on 
a much-reduced scale at Yuma Testing Station in connection with 
vehicle tsets. 

The Army Chief of Ordnance, Gen. E. L. Cummings, assumed his 
duty in November 1953 (shortly before the first contract). He testi- 
fied, from the records, that on October 21, 1953, the Detroit Arsenal 
of the Army Ordnance Corps sent a delegation to meet Hon. Gerald 
Ford at his home in Michigan, representing that what was proposed 
by the Army was not a duplication. 

Col. A. W. Betts, executive officer of the Office of Chief of Research 
and Development in Washington, Col. George T. Petersen of the 
Detroit Arsenal, and a civilian, Willard D. England of the Detroit 
Arsenal, were in the party. j 

The decision seemed to hinge upon the statement of Secretary 
Stevens that the RFC activities would be discontinued ; that the Army 
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would not duplicate commercial facilities; and that the Army would 
establish a minimum program. 

The only legal opinion came, not from the Judge Advocate or the 
Army Ordnance counsel, but from the Army comptroller who— 
perceived no legal objection to using research and development funds for the 
purpose stated in the proposed contract, 

The Army now makes the point that the information developed at 
Camp Bullis “had aided” in increasing the life of the 6 x 6 truck 
tires from 16,900 miles to 26,500; that the possible use of synthetic 
rubber content had been increased to 87 percent in testing; that the 
benefits included coordination in test of types, construction, and tire 
designs and in the reduction of tire type from 100 sizes to 19; that 
continued testing since 1953 had reduced purchase specifications of 
6 standard-type tires of 1 type of construction for all military 
vehicles. 

It claimed also that standardization of rims and flanges resulted 
in a reduced cost of rim and wheel. It asserted that a new type of 
prestretch nylon cord fabric has been developed for Ordnance which 
increased bruise resistance; that there has been antiozident added to 
the rubber compounds which increased resistance to deterioration dur- 
ing long-term storage. 

The Chief of Ordnance claims that the experiments were dependent 
upon tests at Camp Bullis to determine the success or failure of these 
compounds. 

One additional claim for Camp Bullis is that it recommended an 
improvement in the wheel of the 214-ton 6 x 6 truck which permitted 
“operation of an oversized low-air-pressure tire.” 

The first excuse for Camp Bullis is that no privately owned facility 
existed for testing military tires. We showed that all that is required 
is to have military tires tested in places operated for private industry. 

The second excuse is that military vehicles are not used in normal 
commercial testing. We showed that all that is required is to put 
them to such tests. Every piece of heavy road and construction 
equipment operating in rough terrain is always tested by private 
industry. 

The third excuse is that test courses are usually smooth highways 
instead of rough terrain. The answer is that heavy road and con- 
struction machines are tested for such purposes. 

For these reasons, the Army spent a million dollars to learn the 
possibilities of higher synthetic content operations under hot weather 
conditions and to continue the purchase of tires of high synthetics— 
in order to maintain an active synthetic rubber production and improve on 
manufacturing techniques for the use of this material. 

After Betts, Petersen, and England met with Representative Ford, 
he sent a letter to his committee which appears on page 2993. <A copy 
was sent to the chairman of our subcommittee in the 83d Congress. 

Thereafter, on November 12, 1953, Representative Hess, chairman 
of the subcommittee in the 83d Congress, replied by letter which he 
said was “a complete review of everything that transpired in the 
Armed Services Committee.” See hearings, page 2994. 

Mr. Hess observed that the Army Ordnance Corps personnel had 
followed the steps of his subcommittee investigators to ascertain what 
inquiries had been made by them for the subcommittee. We deem 
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that fact significant because it was undoubtedly a prelude to the dis- 
tortion of fact and the misrepresentations made to Representative 
Ford. 

After the receipt of Representative Hess’ letter, Representative 
Ford wrote to the clerk of the House Appropriations Subcommittee 
and recommended that the Army review all correspondence and rec- 
ords of his subcommittee and then get in touch with this committee 
chairman or counsel of this subcommittee. See hearings, p. 2993. 

Weare satisfied from all the testimony that Mr. Ford did not, either 
on his own responsibility or as chairman of the Army panel of the 
House Appropriations Committee, undertake to approve the expendi- 
tures the Army proposed in defiance of theretofore expressed views 
of the House Appropriations Committee and the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. 

On four different occasions, Army officers reviewed the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee file; on December 7, 1953, on January 
13, 1954, on January 14, 1954, and again on February 1, 1954, this 
correspondence was read by them. 

Mr. Ford expressed his opinion on a plan shown him which was 
claimed by Army to conform to the conference report. And Mr. 
Ford definitely stated that the Army should take the matter up with 
the Hess subcommittee. 

However, this contract was actually under consideration in October 
1953, when Mr. Ford was consulted. No other member of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee and no member of this committee was ever 
presented with the purported plan of nonduplicating tests. 

There can be no doubt about Mr. Ford’s position. His statement 
before the subcommittee only reemphasizes the Army’s determined 
and brazen definance of the expressed directions of Mr. Ford, this 
subcommittee’s findings, and the House conference report. 

We are not concerned whether the Army made a legal contract. 
That is not the issue. The issue is that congressional views were 
clearly and plainly expressed in a conference report which came to 
the attention of the Department of the Army. If Congress must deal 
with the Army “by statute only,” we have come to a sorry state of 
executive responsibility. Congress believes that not only the letter but 
the spirit of the law should be observed by its coordinate branch— 
the executive. 

No advice was sought within Army from its Judge Advocate General 
on this subject. He was bypassed. Civilian counsel for the Ordnance 
Corps did not know of this proposed contract. He was bypassed. The 
testimony from the cold record is that only the bookkeepers passed 
upon legal compliance. Mr. England and Colonels Betts and Petersen 
misinterpreted a courteous and casual visit with Mr. Ford at his home 
in Michigan as an approval by him of the program upon which the 
Army was about to engage. 

For such conduct, the Vice Chief of the Army has had to express 
to us his disapproval of the actions of his subordinates in a million- 
dollar duplication of testing facilities. Artful words will not obscure 
the fact that the same testing procedures which this subcommittee 
condemned in 1953 were in full operation within 6 months after the 
Congress expressed its disapproval. 

Mr. Ford very clearly stated that the representations made to him 
by these three officials of the Army were that the RFC was not to be 
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further employed and that the work would be “nonduplicatory of 
commercial tire testing.” These three Army representatives succeeded 
in misleading Mr. Ford. 

The Chief of Army Ordnance testified that the purpose of the Camp 
Bullis testing was as follows: 

(a) To develop “satisfactory military tires of higher synthetic rub- 
ber content.” 

The inference would be that military tires do not move over the 
ground as other tires do. 

(6) “To improve hot weather and operating techniques.” 

Hot weather is not the exclusive possession of the Department of 
the Army. 

(c) Topurchase tires of high synthetic content in “regular procure- 
ment” and “in order to maintain an active synthetic rubber production 
and improve on manufacturing techniques for the use of this material 
in tires.” 

The impact which the purchase of 1,480 tires in a quarter would 
have upon the maintenance of “an active synthetic rubber production 
and improve manufacturing techniques” must be terrific. 

(d) The Army contends that it had to spend a million dollars at 
Camp Bullis because “no other Government-owned or private facility” 
existed for allowing the tests of “military tires on military vehicles.” 

We ask: What prevented the test of military vehicles at commercial 
installations ? 

(e) It is asserted that vehicles used in “normal commercial tests 
are regular highway types,” and that the “military vehicles” are all 

“wheel- drive with large flotation-type tires, axles, etc.,” to be operated 
over “rough terrain and steep grades.” 

The subcommittee observes that the most highly motorized operation 
in the world is the American construction industry. It uses motor 
vehicles over terrain worse than that with which Army vehicles are 
confronted. And, we might also observe, this same construction equip- 
ment is what would be used for military construction during any 
war—the roughest, toughest kind of use. The tires for all of these 
construction vehicles are tested commercially; and there are facilities 
and equipment for doing so. The results are proven in the crucial 
tests of performance. 

(f) Another contention is the alleged distinction between “com- 
mercial testing for smooth highway performance” versus “perform- 
ance on rough terrain.” We have answered that contention. 

General Cummings says that the Army has standardized on six 
types of tires. That has no relationship to the testing of those tires 
at Camp Bullis. Sizes and shapes can readily be standardized after 
commercial test facilities have been used and performance evaluated. 
The standardization of a military rim and wheel had nothing what- 
soever to do with the work at Camp Bullis. 

(g) The Army contends that military tires “have developed an 
increased bruise resistance.” 

That development did not come from the testing at Camp Bullis. 
Anyone with a knowledge of the tire business knows that the increased 
use of nylon in tire construction has reduced bruise d: amage. The 
introduction of nylon was an industry development. We also know 
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that the use of additives to the rubber content was an industry devel- 
opment. 

We append a list of the tires purchased for testing at Camp Bullis 
for the period from November 1955 to date, to show the kind of tires 
that were being tested. The largest single purchase was a mongrel 
size, a 9.00 x 20 eight-ply. Why the Army would have to settle upon 
this tire, only it can tell. 

Our count shows that there are 24 tire manufacturers manufactur- 
ing a 9.00 x 20 tire in 10-ply. The rated load-carrying capacity of an 
8-ply tire of the same size being purchased by the military is 3,240 
pounds. The rated load-carrying capacity of the 10-ply tire gen- 
erally produced by industry is 3,960 pounds. The difference between 
an 8-ply tire and a 10-ply tire is not any reason why the rubber 
content could not be increased by the use of synthetics for testing. 

The only difference in the use of synthetic rubber tires which was 
demonstrable at all at Camp Bullis is that its introduction would 
reduce the peacetime-type tire in durability and limit the speeds to 
which such tires could be continuously subjected. But the same test 
could just as readily have been given at industry facilities. 

The tires tested at Camp Bullis had canvas carcasses. A research 
project at least should have kept pace with industry. Industry is 
now moving into the field of nylon for tire carcasses. 

The contractor performing this work since November 18, 1953, 
to the last date of our inquiry collected $990,213.94. In order to ac- 
complish this, several employees were paid per diem allowances from 
$9 to $12, respectively, for a continuous period of 20 months in addi- 
tion to their direct labor charges. The contractor received an over- 
head payment of 27.2 percent of the direct charges to the first contract, 
or $117,061.73. Of this amount, $38,000 was for a fixed fee. The 
balance of $79,061.73 was a portion of the home office expense at 
Redwood City, Calif. When our representative visited this office, 
the officials of Wetmore Hodges were unable to point out a single 
operation carried on at the home office in connection with the Camp 
Bullis contract. 

The vice president of this concern stated : 

I think I know what you are trying to establish—what we are actually doing 
here in connection with the Camp Bullis job—and the answer is nothing. 
This is an exact quotation. 

CONCLUSION 


1. The conduct of the Army officials in this matter is a disturbing 
and disquieting performance. Congress at least should be entitled 
to believe that it can act with confidence that the Department of the 
Army will observe both the directions and expressed intent of the 
laws which Congress enacts. 

In this case, the conference report of the Congress which spelled 
out the desires of the Congress was openly flouted. It is a course 
of conduct of which the Vice Chief of Staff of Army has disapproved, 
a disapproval in which this subcommittee emphatically joins. 

2. This contract is a clear case of duplication of commercial test- 
ing facilities. No play on words can change that plain truth. Army 
officials failed to tell the chairman of the House Subcommittee on 
Army Appropriations that what they had done in the past and that 
what they proposed to do in the future was to duplicate a type of 
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testing which is fully capable of being done and is done commercially. 
We emphasize: What we are talking about is a type or kind of testing. 
Commercial facilities test tires in heat, on rough terrain, for bruis- 
ing, for durability, and for all of the performance tests which are 
required. The difference is that in the case of commercial facilities, 
the tires which are being tested are sold commercially and in the case 
of the Army testing, the work is being done upon a mongrel, out- 
moded, outdated, noncommercial tire to be used on military vehicles. 

The difference is, therefore, not in the test but in the tires being 
tested. 

The duplication is in the test and the testing facilities and not in 
the article tested. We have been treated to a bold attempt to confuse 
the subject of the test, which is the tire, with the testing of tires. 

All facilities used by the Army are already in existence and in use 
by commercial concerns: equipment, terrain, environment, tempera- 
tures, and all of the other elements used in a test; and these tests can 
be performed and are being performed with a fraction of the total 
personnel employed by the Army in this test at Camp Bullis. 

We might comment, too, that when the airframe industry, with 
which we have just dealt, has had need for special types of tires for 
high performance landing gear, it issues a requirement giving the 
weight of the plane, the thrust, the landing speed, and conditions, 
and the like expected to be encountered. Industry produces, tests, 
and supplies these tires to these criteria. There is no need for and 
there is no duplication of the testing facilities, machines, and per- 
sonnel. 

4. General Palmer has testified (and we think it fortunate) that 
there will be insufficient moneys to carry on any such duplicating tests 
during the fiscal year 1957 “as programed.” 

The contract in question expires in September 1956. It has cost 
a million dollars. The manner in which it was entered and the pur- 
pose for which it was made is a sad chapter in Army performance, 
both as to duplication of test facilities and in Army relationship with 
the Congress and in the observation of the declared intent of the law. 

Dated: June 8, 1956. 

Respectfully submitted, with unanimous approval of the sub- 
committee, and ordered published. 

F. Epwarp H&serr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee for Special Investigations. 
Approved: June 14, 1956. 
Cari VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 19, 1956 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable F. Edward 
Hébert, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding, and the following 
members present: Mr. Hess, Mr. Rivers, Mr. Cunningham, Mr. Fisher, 
Mr. Bates, Mr. Hardy, and Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Hésert. The committee will be in order. 

Members of the committee, the Chair sent out a notice during the 
week in connection with the purpose of this meeting. I ask Mr. 
Courtney, counsel, to review it and state at this time the reason for 
the hearing this morning. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. eed in May 1953 the subcommittee, dur- 
ing the 83d Congress, made a report and recommendations on a tire- 
testing program being conducted by the Department of the Army in 
ee with a firm known as the Copolymer Co. at Camp Bullis, 

ex. 

The subcommittee recommendations were presented by direction of 
the Chair, and after review by the subcommittee to the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the House. 

The substance of the recommendations were these : 

That the Department of the Army be directed to cancel its partici- 
pation in this project, and the recommendation and request of the 
Appropriations Committee of that year that no further funds be 
allocated to this undertaking. 

Mr. Chairman, so far as the subcommittee was concerned, that con- 
cluded the matter, with what we understood to be the affirmative 
action of both the Department of the Army and of the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the House. 

It later came to the attention of the subcommittee in this Congress, 
by complaint from third-party sources, that the project was now in 
full operation. 

So this inquiry was reinstituted in view of the position taken by the 
committee heretofore, which was in substance that the project was, 
on the subcommittee’s investigation, unnecessary and a wasteful ex- 
penditure. 
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The project, the investigation will show, at the moment is not 
undertaken in precisely the same circumstances. There is a different 
corporation or a different company in charge of the operation, and 
there is the fact that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is no 
longer a participant. It at one time was a participant in the under- 
taking. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Fogo has gone to Camp Bullis, Tex., 
reviewed the previous consideration and findings of the subcommittee, 
and the facts presented to it, and I think it might be appropriate at 
this time if he brought you up to date on the factual situation as he 
found it. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Fogo. 

Mr. Foco. Today or before? 

Mr. Courtney. No, as of now. 

Mr. Foco. The operation was visited November 10, 1955. It was 
the same operation as was inspected in April 1953. There were a fewer 
number of employees than were engaged in 1953. The total number 
in 1953 on the Government operation was 284, and in 1955 it was 93. 

A contract had been executed November 18, 1953, with Wetmore 
Hodges & Associates, Inc., of Redwood City, Calif., and they were 
supervising this current operation. 

Mr. Courtney. Which is the first contract, the Copolymer contract 
or the Wetmore Hodges contract ? 

Mr. Fogo. I am speaking now of my visit in 1955, and the original 
contract with Wetmore Hodges was for an amount of $324,000. That 
was increased by a supplement dated March 24, 1954. It was again 
increased by a supplement dated May 24, 1954, and a third increase 
dated January 7, 1955, bringing the total period of the contract to 16 
months—the original contract having been for 12 months. Exten- 
sions provided for in the amendments brought the total amount of 
the contract to $547,024, of which $38,000 was a fixed fee. 

However, the contract provided that in addition to all direct labor 
charges, a percentage of the contractor’s home office expenses were 
chargeable to this contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Where is the home office of the company ? 

Mr. Fogo. In Redwood City, Calif. 

So in addition to the $38,000 of fixed fee, there was a total of 
$79,061.73, charged against this contract covering the percentage of 
contractor’s home office expense. 

Mr. Courtney. What was the percentage ? 

Mr. Foo. The percentage of the fixed fee against the direct labor 
charges was 8.83 percent. 

The percentage of the home office expense against the direct charges 
was 18.38 percent, making a total of 27.2 percent paid to the contractor 
for supervising this operation. 

In dollars, that was $117,061.73, out of a total charged against the 
contract of $547,024. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Fogo, to summarize it for the subcommittee so 
we can get right on to the Army’s discussion of the matter, was the 
operation which you saw on the occasion of your visit in November 

1955, the same type of operation in general that you observed in 
April 1953, prior to the subcommittee’s report on the subject ? 

Mr. Foco. From the questioning of the resident director, or rather 
the assistant to the resident director, the resident director being absent 

at the time of my visit, and the questioning of the representative of the 
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Ordnance Corps stationed there, the operations were exactly the same. 
The only difference between the visit in 1953 and 1955: I did not 
actually ride the test course. 

Mr. Courtney. You also visited the principal office of this operat- 
ing company, the Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc., in Redwood 
City, Calif. ? 

Mr. Fogo. Yes, sir, November 29, 1955. 

Mr. Courtney. And you interviewed the representatives of the 
company ? 

Mr. Foco. At the time of my visit I interviewed Mr. Wetmore 
Hodges, the president, a Mr. Stroble, vice president, Mr. Miller, con- 
troller, and there was also present Mr. H. C. Hodges, who was the 
resident director of the project at Camp Bullis, he having been home 
at the time of my visit. 

The principal question on the visit to the home office was an effort 
to ascertain what was performed at the home office that occasioned 
these charges. 

That question was asked a number of times, and on my insistence 
that I be shown exactly what they were doing at the home office, 
I was finally answered by Mr. Stroble, the vice ‘president. 

He said, “Mr. Fogo, I ‘think I know what you are trying to arrive 
at, and the answer is we do not do anything ‘here in connection with 
the Camp Bullis contract.” 

Mr. H. C. Hodges, a son of the president who is the resident director 
at Camp Bullis, spoke up and recalled one incident since he had been 
at Camp Bullis where they had had some difficulty with bearings, pre- 
sumably they thought on account of the oil that had been used, and 
had sent that to the home office in Redwood City and received an 
analysis from them on what the difficulty might be. 

That was the only thing that they could spell out that had been 
performed for this $79,061. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, without reviewing all of the detail 
which appears in the printed report of the committee as to the nature 
of this operation and the necessity for it, the conclusions of which were 
expressed by the subcommittee, I think we have General—— 

Mr. Hess. Did I understand, Mr. Fogo, that you said that on 
November 18, 1953, a contract was entered into by the Army with this 
contractor ? 

Mr. Foco. Yes,sir. The operation was phased out—— 

Mr. Hess. In the summer of 1953. 

Mr. Foco. Yes, sir. It was phased out and was not in operation 
for a period of approximately 4 months. 

Mr. Hess. After the Congress had taken action cutting off appro- 
priations, it was discontinued ? 

Mr. Foao. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Hess. And then in less than 6 months after Congress takes 
action, it started again ? 

Mr. Fogo. The action taken by the Congress, referring to the 
House of Representatives, was on July 2, 1953. It was on that date 
that Mr. Nelson, for the committee, introduced the amendment to the 
appropriation bill for the Army, providing that none of these funds 
be used for tire testing. He was joined in “his remarks by Mr. Ford, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on Army Apppropriations, who 
concurred that they be taken out. 
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Mr. Ford at that time referred to the report of the Committee on 
Appropriations, which contained this language: 


The committee specifically directs that the Army cease making available 
its funds, either from this appropriation title or from any other, for the conduct 
of the tire-testing program now under way at Camp Bullis, Tex., or any similar 
activity whether or not jointly sponsored. Testimony did little to dispel the 
view that the operation was unnecessary (H. Rept. 680, 88d Cong.). 


Mr. Héserr. That language you read, Mr. Fogo, is from the Appro- 
priations Committee ? 

Mr. Foco. The Appropriations Committee report, accompanying 
the bill when it went to the House. 

Mr. Héserr. And that supplemented the report issued by this com- 
mittee under the chairmanship of Mr. Hess on May 28, 1953. 

(Exhibiting document. ) 

Mr. Heéserr. So to get it chronologically, this committee, under 
the chairmanship of Mr. Hess, held hearings and decided that the 
program should cease, and that was followed up by the action of the 
Appropriations Committee and the action of the House itself on mo- 
tion of Mr. Nelson, for the committee, striking out the funds? 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, there were no formal hearings held. 
There was an investigation made, and the factual data was assembled, 
and on the basis of investigation the committee reached the conclusion 
which is expressed in its recommendations of May 28. 

Mr. Héperr. Well, the word “hearing” is loosely used in that respect. 

What the Chair meant to convey was that this committee, under the 
chairmanship of Mr. Hess, after proper investigation reached the 
conclusion that the program should cease and issued a report which is 
contained in this document ? 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hésert. Which I will place in the record at this point. 

(The document follows :) 


REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON TIRE-TESTING PROGRAM AT CAMP BULLIS, TEX.— 
UNITED STATES ARMY ORDNANCE CORPS 


REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE 


The subcommittee under the chairmanship of Hon. William E. Hess, conducted 
an investigation into the participation by the Department of the Army in contrib- 
uting funds and materiel in a tire-testing operation under the management of the 
Copolymer Corp, a contractor of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation through 
its Office of Synthetic Rubber, and reports as follows: 


MILITARY FUNDS 


The Ordnance Corps of the United States Army, in fiscal year 1953, contributed 
$425,000 of its funds to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (as well as 
materiel hereinafter referred to) for the operation of a tire-testing program. 
The total cost for fiscal year 1953 to the Government was $1,950,000. The Army 
contribution was 22 percent, approximately, of the total costs. 

It is now proposed that the budget item for this operation in 1954 be increased 
to $2,140,000 ; and it is proposed that the Army contribute 28 percent of this total 
budget, making its expenditure, for fiscal year 1954, $600,000. 

In addition to money, the Army Ordnance Corps has furnished and would con- 
tinue to furnish all motor vehicles and parts used in military tests. It has fur- 
nished and it is proposed that it continue to furnish space for the headquarters at 
Camp Bullis, Tex., and the incidental equipment used by this facility as a whole 
including utilities among other things. 

The value of these latter contributions is not included in the allocation of funds 
for 1953 nor in the allocation proposed for 1954. Thus, these items of cost, either 
as rental or maintenance, do not appear in the total of money contribution made 
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by the Army, as set forth above. The subcommittee did not attempt to place a 
valuation upon these items. It is only necessary to say that the actual cost to 
the Government is substantially in excess of the allocated funds. Because of the 
conclusions reached by the subcommittee, it is unnecessary to spell this cost out 
in dollars. 

OPERATIONS 


Camp Bullis, Tex., is a deactivated Army post of several thousand acres on the 
outskirts of San Antonio, It is under the military jurisdiction of Fort Sam 
Houston. The military complement is 37 men under the command of a captain. 
The use of the camp (other than for training some medical officers) is by the 
Reeonstruction Finance Corp. for a tire-testing operation. The tests are conducted 
by the Copolymer Corp. under a contract with the Reconstruction Finance Corp., 
on a cost-plus-percentage basis. This corporation hires the manager and all of 
the employees. In addition to these employees, there were, in May 1953, three 
Government civilian employees of the Army Ordnance Corps who, so far as our 
investigation shows, were not engaged in tire testing but were, ostensibly, working 
on “fiscal matters.” 

EVALUATION OF PROJECT 


Preliminary to its study of this project, the subcommittee made a thorough 
investigation of the operations conducted by the largest tire producer and 2 of the 
4 next largest producers; these 3 each maintain facilities similar to those at 
Camp Bullis. 

The subcommittee thoroughly investigated all of them—plants, testing facil- 
ities, operating techniques, personnel population, and costs—for information and 
comparison in this evaluation. 

The commercial practice is for the vehicle manufacturer to prescribe perform- 
ance requirements for its vehicle and to require the tire producer to research, 
develop, test, and produce tires which will stand up under the prescribed require- 
ments. For example, in one instance, a manufacturer was required to produce a 
tire which would meet the tests of a 100-mile continuous operation at a given 
weight and a given rate of speed. This has been the uniform practice of industry; 
and it does not differ in any marked particular from requirements prescribed by 
the military. It is not understood, therefore, why military testing should differ 
materially from commercial testing. It is merely a question of prescribing the 
desired results. And it may be further observed that it is from commercial pro- 
ducers that the military obtains now and will continue to obtain all of its tires 
for military use in and out of emergency. It would seem, therefore, that testing 
facilities already in existence ought to be integrated with purchase. 

But if it may be contended that this operation at Camp Bullis had some value 
in the past, certainly that reason is gone. Presumably the justification for the 
testing at Camp Bullis was to aid and assist in the integration of synthetic rubber 
in tire production. That experimental stage has long since been past. No syn- 
thetic rubber plant of the Government has produced or will produce any tires for 
military use. Production has been and will in all probability continue to be 
through the commercial tire manufacturer. In addition to that, the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corp. has recommended the sale of all Government-owned synthetic 
rubber plants. So, whatever the skimpy reason there may have been for this 
operation in the past it is clearly apparent to this subcommittee there is no 
justification whatever for its continuance in the future. 

It is inconceivable that there would or could be a military requirement calling 
for more rigid testing than some of the tires used by our far-flung American 
enterprises operating under a variety of climates, terrain, and soil conditions, all 
of which have been met and mastered by Americans in the construction industry. 
Even if this did not provide all of the scientific data required, there is certainly 
no reason why a specialized or particular military requirement (which so far 
no one has been able to suggest) could not be tested in any one of the many 
testing facilities maintained by the manufacturers who must produce the article. 

As a Sidelight, it might be pointed out, that the tire testing for aircraft is 
exclusively conducted by the producer of those tires under the observation of the 
Air Force. The requirements of airplane tires for load, thrust, pressures, etc., 
are vastly more exacting and involve greater hazards to life and property than 
do tires on a motor vehicle. 

It must be kept in mind that the tests conducted at Camp Bullis are for testing 
only of the results of research; they are not integrated with the production of 
the article tested. It is not understood (nor can it be satisfactorily explained) 
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why the testing under road conditions of tires for Army use is not done at the 
same time that the vehicle on which the tires are to be used is tested. The 
vehicles are tested 3,000 miles away from the testing of the tires on which they 
are to operate. It would seem that the Army could profitably consider integrat- 
ing its operations. It would be nmruch more convincing if the results of the 
operation of a whole vehicle were available, rather than tests on the sum of 
its parts. 

It is apparent to the subcommittee that the operations at Camp Bullis are 
completely duplicated by industry. The results of testing operations by tire 
manufacturers are freely available to the military. 

While the military were responsible for only 22 percent of the Government 
funds expended at Camp Bullis, Tex., in fiscal year 1953, nevertheless this 
subcommittee is convinced that neither that money nor any other Government 
money ought to have been wasted. This subcommittee condemns the proposal 
to increase military contribution to 28 percent for the fiscal year 1954 or a total 
of $600,000. The tests are of limited advantage, are a complete duplication, and 
ean be achieved much more efficiently and with less expense by simpler and 
more direct methods. 


COMPARISON OF EMPLOYEES AND VEHICLES 


The subcommittee presents a tabulation of total Government employment and 
vehicles against those of the manufacturers testing and furnishing tires to 
the Government and who guarantee their performance. Under the heading 
“Government” are the 4 job categories of the 284 Government employees. 


Employment as of May 1953 








| | | 

| Government oa. tT ee err 
4 No. ‘ 

| | } 
EL eae Se ee ee ee } 23 | 3 5 2 
acc wiesienerees ae is et heen : 155 81 | 39 27 
Maintenance __--------- it ernie tie peace sneee 81 | 7 | 5 2 
Sac het on dese cyeiigeestemceer shaw | 25 | 8 | 2 2 
NEES as ee belt 284 | 99 | 51 33 








Motor vehicles in operation May 1953 



































' Se CS Fee Manufacturer 
Government * No.l No. 2 No. 3 

Passenger cars............- jidehaipts ica e aetna 12 15 7 5 

, | | ES Ne ae eer es a 21 12 6 4 

GE eiiltedicdhn Scdicinicdebecnkhs 33 27 13 9 
Total available fleet: 

Passenger cars..__..-..-.-.--- eae pia eee — 12 19 11 7 

Ns cde tan nsvivdnt Dcidincnawakeblnade 101 14 11 5 

BR isreisrperseenemrsa ini eeienns 113 | 33 22 12 





Government pays the whole cost of the salaries and expenses of these employees 
by reimbursing Copolymer Corp. In addition it pays a fee to the corporation 
for hiring and managing their services. 

It is readily apparent that the Government is reimbursing Copolymer Corp. 
for 284 employees while the largest tire producer in the world uses only 99 em- 
ployees for comparable operations to produce the same type of data. 

This comparison is shocking to the subcommittee. The ratio of waste in the 
Government operation is in the same proportion for vehicles as for manpower. 
It represents, in the opinion of the subcommittee, a wanton waste and a profligacy 
which brings down upon Government the just scorn and condemnation of the 
taxpayer. It is difficult to see how an operation of this kind could be condoned; 
and it is even more revolting to find that the Congress is now being asked to 
increase the amount expended. 
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While it is true that the military contribution and participation has been only 
22 percent (it is proposed that it be increased to 28 percent) and the jurisdiction 
of this subcommittee extends only to the military, an examination of the whole 
project was required in order to evaluate that participation. But Government 
pays the whole bill. 


After a careful consideration of the data before it, the subcommittee makes 
the following recommendations: 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


1. That the Department of the Army be directed to forthwith cancel its partici- 
pation in this project and either release its employees at the site or transfer 
them to some essential duty. 


2. That the Department of the Army be directed to strike from its budget 
request for fiscal year 1954 all funds for participation in this project. 

3. While the jurisdiction of this subcommittee extends only to military partici- 
pation, its members, as individual Members of Congress, will oppose any budget 
item for Government financing of this project and will recommend to the Appro- 
priations Committee of the Congress, that all funds for this purpose be imme- 
diately withdrawn. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE ACTIVITIES, 
WILLIAM E. Hess, Chairman. 

PAUL CUNNINGHAM, 

WILLIAM H. BATEs, 

CHARLES P. NELSON, 

IF’, EDwarp HEBERT, 

O. C. FISHER, 


PorTER Harpy, Jr. 
Dated: May 28, 1953. 
Approved : 
Dewey SHort, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services. 
Mr. Hésert. Following the issuance of this document and this re- 
port, acting on behalf of the committee, Mr. Nelson moved in the 
fouse, in consideration of the appropriation bill, to strike from the 
appropriation bill any funds for this project ? 
Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 
Mr. Hé&sert. It was concurred in by Mr. Ford of Michigan, who 
is the chairman of the Army Appropriations Subcommittee of the full 


Appropriations Committee, and that motion was adopted by the 
House ¢ 


Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Foco. Without opposition. 

Mr. Hésert. Without opposition. And 6 months later, in spite of 
the action 

Mr. Courtney. In November, to be precise. 

Mr. Hess. Less than 6 months. 

Mr. Hépert. Less than 6 months, 4 months later, in spite of the 
direction of this committee and in spite of the action of the House, 
the Army did enter into a contract, in defiance 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, may I interject ? 

Mr. Héperr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Didn’t the Senate do something? Let’s follow the 
context. 

Mr. Hénert. The Senate concurred in the House bill. 

Mr. Foco. The Senate, in the conference report, as proposed by 
the Senate, the amendment was rejected, but the House conferees 
report again expressed their opinion of the operation and stated they 
still were opposed to it, even though the language of the amendment 
had been excluded from the act. 
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Mr. Rivers. If the language of the amendment was stricken out 
in the Senate and wasn’t restored by the conference, where are we with 
respect to the Army # 

Mr. Courtney. The question before the subcommittee is not one of 
legality. 

Mr. Hénert. Mr. Rivers is right in what he is saying. 

Mr. Courtney. You are perfectly right. I say the question the 
committee is considering this morning, as stated by the Chair, is not 
one of the legality of the Army’s operation. The question is one of 
the propriety and desirability of continuing it, on the basis of the 
facts as they are disclosed. 

Mr. Rivers. On the moral responsibility ? 

Mr. Courtney. I don't consider it is so much the moral responsi- 
bility. It isa question of proprieties and amenities, if you please. 

But the committee, having made findings and taken very positive 
action, is now confronted with the situation in which the same action 
which they condemned is, on the face of the record, being repeated. 
What should the committee do at this point ? 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héwerr. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harny. I was wondering this: If I understood the comment 
made by the conference report, do I understand that notwithstanding 
the fact that there was a deletion of language, that the conference re- 

ort still carried language supporting the original position of the 
Louse committee and of this committee ? 
Mr. Foco. The House conference report reads in part as follows: 


Amendment Nc. 10—Research and development, Army: Strikes out, as pro- 


posed by the Senate, the language of the House bill prohibiting maintenance 
of tire-testing facilities. 


The conferees reiterate the House report in that none of the funds shall be 
used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration with the RFC or 
which would duplicate available commercial testing or testing facilities (p. 6, 
H. Rept. 1015, 83d Cong., Ist sess.). 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, the reason I raised that point is this, 
that a lot of things that are carried in appropriations reports are not 
specifically written into appropriations bills, and as I have understood 
in the past, the language in appropriations reports have the effect of 
law, and it would seem to me that while you may not have any tech- 
nical violation of the appropriations act as it was passed, when the act 
is considered in the light of the conference committee report, itself, I 
believe that the language in the conference committee report would be 
considered to be binding. 

Mr. Hess. It is at least directive. 

Mr. Rivers. It would show the intent of Congress. 

Mr. Courtney. It isa question of propriety, therefore. 

Mr. Harpy. I think it goes further than a question of propriety, 
Mr. Chairman, because frequently you have listings of permissive 
expenditures in appropriations committee reports which have the 
effect of being law in spite of the fact that they are not listed in the act. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, Mr. Chairman. That is the regular and proper 
construction. That is the only place you can get the construction. I 
agree with you. It isthe only place you can find the intent of Congress, 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I wanted to get straight. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Rivers’ question was directed upon the action of 
the Senate. 
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Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. And the action of the Senate was to strike the amend- 
ment. However, in its report it concurred in the position of the House. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right 

Mr. Courtney. With respect to this particular item of operation. 

Mr. Héserr. Yes. That is why Mr. Rivers asked the question. 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Héperr. That is the position we find ourselves in. 

Mr. Courtney. So we are not debating the question of strict legality 
with respect to the appropriations language and this particular item 
in the appropriation, we are referring back to the conference report, 
which is the interpretation that the Congress itself placed upon the 
act. 

Mr. Hésert. Which is the important matter before the committee 
today. Because while in many instances, as the committee well knows, 
time and again and repeatedly the departments are within their legal 
rights, and which we do not challenge, but certainly, as pointed out 
by Mr. Courtney, the propriety of such action is in effect flaunting 
the direction of the Congress and is what we are concerned about 
today. 

rea Palmer, do you havea statement to make? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I will even go further than that. I 
think it is binding on them, as the intent of Congress, as contained 
in a report. 

Mr. Héperr. I won’t dispute the legal intent, Mr. Rivers. However, 
we have the chronological order of what occurred. 

General Palmer? 


TESTIMONY OF GEN. WILLISTON B. PALMER, VICE CHIEF OF 
STAFF, UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Patmer. My name is Gen. Williston B. Palmer, Vice Chief 
of Staff of the United States Army. 

I held the position as Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4, in charge of 
Logistics, on the 12th of November 1953, which was the date on which 
my office approved the award of a contract for the performance of 
testing facilities at Camp Bullis, Tex. 

During the past few days I have become keenly aware of the 
apparent misunderstanding between the Army and your committee 
which resulted from the Army contracting with Wetmore Hodges & 
Associates, Inc., in November 1953, for testing services at Camp Bullis. 

‘The committee has been furnished copies of the contracts and related 
data. I have reviewed the legislative actions taken in 1953 by the 
Appropriation Committees of the House and Senate following the 
publication of your committee report in May 1953 wherein it was 
recommended that the Army be directed to cancel its participation 
in a testing program then being carried out in collaboration with 
the RFC. 

Your report recommended that the Appropriation Committee deny 
any budget request for fiscal year 1954 which would be used for the 
participation in the testing program. 

It appears from our files that the Army Subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the House conducted hearings concerning 
the propriety of continuing the testing facilities with the RFC, or for 
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that matter, the need for expending public funds for tire testing at 
all. The House Appropriations Committee Report No. 680 on page 
27 clearly indicates that the testimony received by that committee 
did little to dispel the view that the operation at Camp Bullis was 
unnecessary. 

As a matter of fact a good deal of ground that I have prepared has 
already been covered by these gentlemen, as you see. 

Thereafter, on the floor of the House, the Department of Defense 
Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1954, as reported by the Appropria- 
tions Committee, was amended with the provision being added that 
no part of any funds contained in that act would be used to maintain 
any tire-testing facility for any of the technical services of the Army, 
either directly or in collaboration with any other department of the 
Government or with any private concern. 

Subsequently, the Senate in considering the appropriation bill, 
conducted hearings at which time the Army recommended in a formal 
reclama that the House language be modified. The Army recom- 
mended a provision to the effect that no part of the fiscal year 1954 
appropriation would be used for the tire-testing in collaboration with 
the RFC or any other agency outside the Department of Defense. 

The Senate Report No. 601, on the appropriation bill contained the 
recommendation that all of the restrictive language introduced on the 
floor of the House be deleted. 

In conference on the bill, the House conferees receded from their dis- 
agreement to the amendment made by the Senate, namely, that the 
House language be deleted. However, the members on the part of 
the House stated that while agreeing to the Senate amendment striking 
the House language which prohibited the maintenance of tire-testing 
facilities, they reiterated in the conference report that none of the 
funds “shall be used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in col- 
laboration with the RFC or which would duplicate available commer- 
cial testing or testing facilities.” 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that that passage in quotation marks is fairly 
germane to what subsequently happened; that none of the funds shall 
be used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration with 
the RFC or which would duplicate available commercial testing and 
testing facilities. 

Thus, the Appropriation Act, Public Law 179, 83d Congress, con- 
tained no restrictive legislative language, although it was clear in the 
conference report that the announced desire of Congress was to prevent 
any duplication of available commercial facilities. 

At this point it will be helpful to understand the program under 
which the RFC was authorized to perform tire testing. 

The RFC under Public Law 469, 80th Congress, was authorized to 
conduct research and development and testing of tires, both commercial 
and military types. The funds used by that Corporation to support 
the tire-testing activity were generated from the profits enjoyed from 
Government rubber plants being operated by that corporation. The 
problem which the Military Establishment faced in 1949 which led to 
the collaboration with the RFC is clearly set forth in a letter from the 
then Secretary of Defense, the late James Forrestal, to the Chairman 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
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I should like very much to read that letter to you. It explains 
clearly the actions that were required by the Government in the event 
of any national emergency. 

JANUARY 17, 1949. 
Hon. HARLEY NISE, 
Chairman, Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Nise: The Department of the Army and the Munitions Board have 
called my attention to what appears to be a serious and perhaps alarming situa- 
tion with regard te the continuing need for natural rubber in large size tires. 

In spite of the major dependency to be placed on synthetic rubber in war- 
time, large quantities of natural rubber still must be stockpiled, chiefly owing 
to the fact that large tires constructed mainly of synthetic rubber are not 
satisfactory. Recent studies by the Munitions Board indicate a trend toward 
the usage of more large tires on military vehicles in the future. As a result, 
the stockpiling goal for natural rubber to meet both essential civilian and mili- 
tary applications may have to be appreciably raised over the present goal. An 
increased expenditure of stockpiling funds in the neighborhood of $200 million 
could be involved. 

This problem has been given considerable study by the National Military 
Establishment. Many new polymers, appearing to have a promise as substitutes 
for natural rubber, are available for testing. However, actual testing of large 
size experimental tires by the Department of the Army is performed only on a 
small scale. For a successful solution of the problem, a full-scale development 
and testing program is essential. 

Our interpretation of sections 2 and 6 of Public Law 469, 80th Congress, as 
implemented by Executive Order 9942, indicates that this problem is of direct 
concern to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation as well as to the National 
Military Establishment. Furthermore, in establishing a large-tire testing pro- 
gram, it would appear highly desirable to have it be integrated with the testing 
program for smaller size tires already set up and operating under the Office of 
Rubber Reserve of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. It is requested, 
therefore, that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation take the necessary 
steps to expand its tire development and testing program to the end that, in 
the event of a national emergency, all tires, either for essential civilian or 
military purposes, and regardless of size, may be made from a maximum of 
domestically produced chemical rubbers. 

The National Military Establishment would expect to collaborate fully with 
your organization in such an expansion of the present activity. There is 
attached hereto an outline of a testing program indicating the desired objectives 
and scope, and estimated to require the expenditure of about $2 million per year. 
Solution of this problem will constitute a significant contribution to national 
security, and also shculd result in appreciable overall savings to the United 
States, as it would reduce stockpile requirements. I feel certain that the method 
of attack outlined above will materially expedite attainment of the desired result. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES FORRESTAL. 

Returning then to the actions taken by the Army after the actions 
by the Congress on the 1954 appropriation bill and the filing of your 
subcommittee report with Mr. Stevens, then Secretary of the Army. 
Our files indicate that Mr. Stevens in July wrote to your committee 
that participation in the RFC operation would be discontinued and 
this was done. He further stated that the entire program for testing 
tires within the Army would be reviewed in order to insure that we 
do the minimum amount justified by military requirements. A mini- 
mum program was developed w hich assured that there would be no 


tire testing performed that would be duplicated by commercial testing 
or testing facilities. 

This minimum program was placed before the chairman of the 
subcommittee of the House Appropriation Committee in October 1953 
in Grand Rapids, Mich. My files indicate that approval was given 
to the Army to continue this military tire-testing program. As a 
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consequence, the staff of the Army in November 1953 approved a sub- 
mission made by the Chief of Ordnance for a proposal to contract with 
the Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt ? 

Mr. Hépserr. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. You say that approval was given to the Army. By 
whom ? 

General Parmer. By Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, if I might make the observation, that 
is certainly going to lead to a lot more discussion. 

Mr. Héserr. All right. 

Mr. Harpy. That the Army accepts approval by one man to counter- 
vene action taken by Congress. 

Mr. Héserr. I recognize that at this point. Let the general finish. 

General Patmer. I am going to display the point of view we had 
at the time and apologize for it in just a minute, I think. 

That contract provided for the conducting of development and 
engineering tests and the testing of all types and sizes of military tires, 
including the evaluation of new tire design, construction, polymers, 
components and fabric materials. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Ordnance to contract for the 
testing services were considered by the Office of the Chief of Research 
and Development, Army, the Comptroller of the Army and finally 
was approved by Col. John Cone, chief of the purchases branch of my 
office, G-4. I am confident that Colonel Cone’s actions were taken in 
good faith after receiving appropriate advice from the other staff 
officers, and since Colonel Cone was a member of my staff, I accept full 
responsibility for his actions. I sincerely regret that there has been 
any misunderstanding. My personal review of the entire legislative 
background makes it clear to me that the Department of the Army 
would have handled its congressional relations far better if we had 
presented the modified program directly to this committee with com- 
plete explanation of our proposed activities at the time, in addition to 
the seeking of the approval of the appropriation subcommittee. 

I think all I can say at this time was that at the time people, actin 
in perfectly good faith, thought they were making a fair approac 
in going back to the Congress and explaining what they were doing. 
I am quite sure there was no intention whatever to controvert the 
expressed will of the Congress. They thought they were going to 
go back and do the right job. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I wish I could subscribe to that all the 
way through. 

Mr. Hésert. Go ahead, General. 

General Patmer. The tire testing which has been accomplished at 
Camp Bullis during the past 2 years has provided the Army with 
much essential data concerning the design and development of mili- 
tary tires, as well as other rubber products. The Ordnance Corps 
has the assigned responsibility of developing vehicles which will oper- 
ate under all climatic and terrain conditions. Due to the conflicting 
problems of storage, shipping, and conservation of critical materials 
and the use of these products under extreme temperature changes, it is 
necessary for Army to develop a product which will be completely 
satisfactory under all operating conditions. 
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I have been advised that the current contract with Wetmore Hodges 
expires in September of this year. Insufficient funds are being pro- 
gramed in fiscal year 1957 to extend the tire-testing facility at Camp 
Bullis. The plan is, therefore, to close Camp Bullis on the completion 
of the current contract and to conduct tire testing on a much reduced 
scale at the Yuma test station in connection with vehicles tests cur- 
rently being performed. Such program will be much less satisfac- 
tory than the current operations, but it is the best that can be done, 
and by the best that can be done, I mean by the money we are going 
to have available. 

I would hope that the committee would approve of this action. 

I should like it very much if the committee would now hear from 
Maj. Gen. E. L. Cummings, Chief of the Ordnance Corps, in order 
that he might further develop the benefits which are derived from the 
conducting of an Army tire-testing facility. He is far more qualified 
in the technical field and has supporting witnesses if the committee 
should desire to elaborate upon the need for future tire-testing 
activities. 

Mr. Hésertr. We should be happy to hear from General Cummings, 
but before the general speaks, I think the committee would like to 
ask you a number of questions in connection with the procedure fol- 
lowed. 

Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Hess. As I understand, General, after the Congress had taken 
action in the appropriation bill in the summer of 1953, just a short 
period thereafter some representative of the Army called upon Con- 
gressman Ford when the Congress was not even in session and dis- 
cussed the matter with Congressman Ford and were satisfied by his 
statement that they could proceed and enter into another contract, 
which was done in November, again while Congress was not in session. 

General Paumer. I think you have the chronology correct, Mr. 
Hess. 

Unfortunately, of course, this is almost 3 years ago, and we are 
obliged to rely on the records to develop the facts. I believe the intent 
was to make perfectly clear to Mr. Ford that there was no—they were 
staying within the language of the conferees’ report, the House and 
Senate conferees’ report, which I drew attention to in here as I went 
along. 

Mr. Hess. Your interpretation, then, General, was that you could 
not enter into a contract with the RFC, but you could proceed as far as 
you cared to have tires tested by entering into a contract with some 
other agency of the Government. 

General Parmer. No, sir. 

Mr. Hess. Or some other outfit. 

General Patmer. And we would not duplicate available commercial 
testing or testing facilities. 

Mr. Hess. It was practically duplicated, wasn’t it? 

General Parmer. That was what the program was drawn up with 
a view to not having, sir. In other words, that was the point they 
carefully tried to avoid. As far as the records show, there was a very 
honest attempt made not to duplicate existing commercial facilities. 

Mr. Hess. I think it is the poorest excuse I ever heard from a depart- 
ment of Government in my 24 years in Congress, and it is another case 
of the Congress be damned. That is all I have to say. 
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Mr. Héperr. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. General, just what question was presented to you by 
General Cummings, who concocted the idea 

Mr. Hé&serr. Colonel Cone, I think. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Cone. I am talking about the Chief of Ord- 
nance. Who was the Chief of Ordnance then ? 





TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. E. L. CUMMINGS, CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Cummines. In November of 1953, I was, sir, Maj. Gen. 
E. L. Cummings. 

Mr. Rivers. I am talking about you. 

GENERAL CuMMINGs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Who was it sold you on the idea—— 

Your name is Cummings? 

General Cummines. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. General, who sold you on the idea—I am asking Gen- 
eral Palmer. 

Who got General Cummings sold on the idea that by the assent of 
the chairman of a subcommittee on appropriations he could clear up 
a legal question as to duplication? That is what disturbs me. 

General Patmer. I do not believe this was 

Mr. Rivers. It must have been some specific question worrying you. 
I don’t know that I have ever experienced anything like this, either. 
Mr. Hess speaks my feelings. I never heard of a procedure like this. 
What was the question presented ultimately to Mr. Jerry Ford of 
Michigan, the then chairman of a subcommittee? What was the 
question presented to him ? 

General Patmer. It would be much better if General Cummings, 
who really has the problem in his department, answered that. 

Mr. Rivers Yes. 

General Cummines. According to the records, the meeting with 
Congressman Ford was held on the 21st of October, 1953. At that 
time the records indicate that the Army representatives present at the 
meeting presented Mr. Ford with a revised program which had been 
prepared by the Detroit Arsenal of the Army Ordnance Corps, and 
at which meeting the Army representatives sought the approval of 
Mr. Ford for procedure. 

Mr. Rivers. For procedure of a program in Michigan which was 
alleged not to be a duplication, which if it were, would be in violation 
of the intent of Congress, is that right ? 

General Cummings. Our feeling, sir, was that it was not a duplica- 
tion of existing commercial testing or testing facilities. 

Mr. Rivers. You certainly must have conferred with some legal 
authority or somebody who interpreted the action of the Congress so 
far as the records existed, and the only one place you could get that 
was what went on in the conference report. That was the only 
source to get the intent of Congress. 

And they claimed it was not a duplication. And to get the con- 
struction of that, you went and got one man who was the subcommit- 
tee chairman, is that right ? 

General Cummrnes. I would like to make it clear, sir, that at that 
time the actions were taken by Army Ordnance participation with the 
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Army staff, and we cleared our proposed contract, as General Palmer 
has indicated——— 

Mr. Rivers. With General Palmer. 

General Cummines. With the appropriate authorities within the 
Department of the Army. 

Mr. Rivers. You must have had a lawyer to represent you, or some- 
body in the Army who speaks for the law. 

General Cummings. On that, the Army Judge Advocate General 
undoubtedly—I do not have the record—was consulted by the Assis- 
tant Chief of Statf, G—4’s office in connection with that contract. 

Mr. Rivers. Then you sold General Palmer on the idea, is that 
right ? 

Is that right, General Palmer ? 

General Patmer. I can’t claim to be directly sold. I never heard 
of the contract until yesterday, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Genera] Patmer. This thing was gone over 

Mr. Rivers. You are like a good soldier, you assume responsi- 
bility 

Mr. Héperr. May I suggest, Mr. Rivers, that General Cummings 
answer the questions. We understand the position in which General 
Palmer finds himself. And I don’t think he is competent to enter 
into the discussion, except from the record, and we have available the 
individual who actually 

General Parmer. I am not in any way trying to evade the 
responsibility. 

Mr. Hépert. No, we understand your position. 

General Parmer. I am not a competent witness on the fact. 

Mr. Héserr. You are not a competent witness. We understand 
your position. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute. I don’t recall you having said you 
knew nothing about this until this morning or until yesterday. 

General Paumer. I didn’t. There wasn’t any use 

Mr. Rrvers. You are to be commended for that. Anyway, your 
office assumes responsibility ? 

General Parmer. Certainly, and I assume responsibility. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

And then you went to Mr. Ford 

Mr. Hépert. You are directing your question to General Cummings, 
Mr. Rivers ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Cummrines. The visit to Mr. Ford 

Mr. Rivers. Who took that message to Mr. Ford ? 

General Cummrines. The message was taken according to the 
files 

Mr. Rivers. By Colonel Cone? 

General Cummrines. No, sir, by Colonel Betts, who was in the Office 
of Chief of Research and Development of the Army, an office not part 
of G-4 at that time. Colonel Betts accompanied by Colonel Petersen 
of the Detroit Arsenal, Army Ordnance, and Mr. England of the De- 
troit Arsenal, were present at that meeting. They were there to 
assist Colonel Betts, who headed up the group representing the Army 
in the visit with Mr. Ford. 
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Mr. Rivers. And Mr. Ford gave you something in writing stating 
it was not a violation of law and to go ahead ? 

General Cummines. The record indicates nothing in writing from 
Mr. Ford, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So you went on on the strength of a conversation by two 
officers subordinate to you ¢ 

General Cummines. No, sir. I went ahead as Chief of Ordnance on 
the authorities I had received from higher authority, after due staff 
coordination between G-4, the Office of the Chief of Research and 
Development of the Army, the Controller of the Army, and other 
Army staff agencies. I considered that we had adequate authority to 
enter into the contract which was approved. 

Mr. Rivers. Had you ever heard of a procedure like that before? 

General Cummines. That is the first procedure of that particular 
type that I am aware of, sir. 

I would like to make it clear to the committee, sir, that I became 
Chief of Ordnance on the first of November. I was Chief of Ordnance 
during the entire period this test operation at Bullis has been 
conducted. 

Mr. Rivers. It never occurred to anybody in the Department of the 
Army or the Bureau of Ordnance to transmit such information or 
such action to the chairman of the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives? That didn’t occur to anybody down there? 
Or to the chairman of the Appropriations Committee ? 

General Patmer. I think, reconstructing the thing from this rather 
late date, Mr. Rivers, that your committee’s report was probably not 
read as it might well have been. It was read as it is actually worded, 
as recommendations to the Appropriations Committee to take a certain 
action, thus putting what we call the action in the hands of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, and I think they thought they had performed 
the necessary clearance when they went back to the Appropriations 
Committee with what they were going to do based on the language 
of the Appropriations—— 

Mr. Héserr. They did not go back to the Appropriations Committee. 
They went back to an individual member. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, on that may I comment ? 

Mr. Héserr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. I am disturbed about that particular point, if the gentle- 
man will yield. 

Mr. Rivers. I yield the floor to you. 

Mr. Harpy. From this standpoint, and I certainly think people over 
in the Department of the Army ought to be aware of this. I am con- 
cerned, first of all, because I was a member of the original subcom- 
mittee that issued the report that came out here under the chairmanship 
of Mr. Hess. But the Army can ignore that. There is no statutory 
requirement. That was a recommendation, and if the Army doesn’t 
care anything about the cooperation and the working together with 
this committee, why, that is all right. We will pass that over. But 
when you get to this action of the Appropriations Committee or action 
of the House, I am disturbed. 

I don’t know whether you realize it or not, but I voted for that 
conference report. The adoption of that conference report was an 
action of the Congress. The House had to adopt that conference 
report. And the Army goes to one man to countermand the action of 











Pa ane aN 








TIRE-TESTING PROGRAM AT CAMP BULLIS, TEX. 2969 





the House of Representatives. And as a Member of the House that 
voted for that conference report I resent that kind of action. 

General Cummines. Mr. Hardy, I have expressed our regret that 
we didn’t think at that time to come to both committees. But at that 
time—— 

Mr. Harpy. General, I don’t think that you could go to a committee 
and undo the action of the House of Representatives. I don’t believe 
it would be appropriate to go to the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee—— 

Mr. Rivers. Or the Speaker. 

Mr. Harpy. If Mr. Tabor had said go ahead, I think the Army 
would have been wrong, or if the Speaker had said go ahead I think the 
Army would have been wrong. Because this is an action of the whole 
Congress. I participated in that, and I haven’t authorized Mr. Tabor 
or Mr. Rayburn or Mr. Joe Martin, or anybody, to speak for me. 

General Cummines. Mr. Hardy, at this point I agree perfectly 
with what yousaid. But the point was to show—we were simply mak- 
ing a showing that we were not intending to go outside of that 
conference report. 

Mr. Harpy. It seems to me the whole point of the thing is that 
somebody in the Army had a particular desire to put this thing back 
into operation regardless of the action which the committee had taken, 
and took any technical basis that they could figure out as a means to 
get around it. Now, that is the impression that I get, notwithstand- 
ing your expression—you don’t have the personal knowledge, and I 
appreciate that. And I don’t mean this to be personally critical. 
But somebody down the line, it seems to me, deliberately tried to find 
a way to circumvent the actions this committee had taken. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. General, there appears here to be two questions, one, 
the legality, and then the propriety of your action. Now, on the legal 
question, there was no requirement to report back to Congress; is that 
correct ? 

General Cummrinas. No. 

Mr. Bares. You could have taken action of and by yourself if you 

determined it came within the scope of the defined language. 
General Cummines. Mr. Bates, I couldn’t go with you on that, and 
for just the reason that these gentlemen have expressed. What I 
meni like this committee to believe is that we are very attentive to the 
wishes and intentions of the Congress as expressed by the reports. 

Mr. Bates. You say you couldn’t go along with me on that ? 

General Cummrines. I would not go along that we could have gone 
ahead and done this. 

Mr. Bares. I am talking about the legal aspects. 

General Cummrnes. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Bares. I said there were two questions here. 

General Cummines. Right. 

Mr. Bates. One, the propriety of the thing, and the legality of it. 

General Cummings. Nobody could have gone to jail. 

Mr. Bares. I am addressing myself to the legal aspects of it. Was 
there any requirement for you to come before the Congress from the 
legal point of view ! 

General Cummines. No. 
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Mr. Bares. No. Then you do go along with that thought? 

General Cummings. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bates. Now, do you feel today you have lived up to the legal 
requirements of the conference report / 

General Cummines. The legal requirements? 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

General Cummrines. Yes, I believe so. 

Mr. Bares. You feel there is no duplication of these efforts else- 
where? 

General Cummincs. That is our belief. That is the assurance on 
which this contract was approved. 

Mr. Bares. And you have disassociated yourself with RFC as you 
have indicated ? 

General Cummrines. Yes. 

Mr. Bates. So on the legal basis there is no question in your 
judgment? 

General Cummrines. In my judgment, no. 

Mr. Bares. On the question of the propriety of the thing. 

General Cummines. Right. 

Mr. Bares. It is there that the committee feels that they have been 
bypassed, because we had extensive hearings on this matter. We 
manifested a great interest in it. 

Mr. Hépert. It was an investigation, Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

Mr. Courtnry. A very complete report. 

Mr. Bares. Yes, we did. I was on the subcommittee at the time 
which manifested great interest in this problem. And certainly on 
that score, as you have previously indicated, we should have been 
notified. 

General Cummines. I don’t deny that at all. It was a very 

Mr. Bares. But you do feel that today on the basis of the facts that 
you have followed the legal requirements of the conference report, 
that you are not, in fact, duplicating facilities ? 

General Cummines. That is correct. 





TESTIMONY OF ALBERT LAZURE, GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
ORDNANCE CORPS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


Mr. Lazure. Mr. Chairman, might I say a few words? I was the 
counsel for the Ordnance Corps. 

Mr. Hérertr. Will you identify yourself, please, sir? 

Mr. Lazure. I am Albert Lazure, the general counsel of the Ord- 
nance Corps. 

Unfortunately, there was no consultation with the lawyers at the 
time. It was one of those things that just grew out of the misunder- 
standing in the interrelationships of the congressional actions. The 
House report was reviewed within the Army and Secretary Stevens 
addressed a letter back stating that he had read the House report, and 
that he could not himself, from the Army’s point of view, go along 
with the idea of not continuing military testing which he had been 
doing part time with RFC. 

We had the understanding, and from the records our best indication 
is that we felt it was the intent of the House Committee, the Armed 
Services Committee, to preclude the entire RFC program which was, 
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I think, 80 percent on civilian tire testing, and about 20 percent on 
military tire testing. We did not participate in any hearings before 
the House Armed Services Committee. So that the Army views had 
never been expressed to this committee. 

Mr. Hess. Don’t you think the proper thing to have done was to 
come before the committee and ask to appear? 

Mr. Lazurr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. And discuss it with the committee ? 

Mr. Lazure. I think if we had known there was any action of that 
type going to be in hearings, we would have done so. 

Mr. Hess. This subcommittee and the Armed Services Committee 
as a whole cooperated with all of the armed services at all times. 

Mr. Lazure. I am sure they have. 

Mr. Hess. Given them practically everything they have asked for, 
and will continue todothat. But at least we want a little cooperation. 

Mr. Lazurr. What I would like to point out, Congressman Hess, is 
that we did not know that there were any hearings going on in the 
Armed Services group at this particular time. There had been an 
investigation, but to the best of the knowledge that we have nobody 
from the Army was called to give their view of this particular pro- 
gram. 

That was unfortunate, and why it happened we haven’t been able to 
check from our files, but it apparently led to this misunderstanding. 

Mr. Hess. All right. You had a copy of the report? 

Mr. Lazurr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. You knew of the action that had been taken on the floor 
when Mr. Nelson offered the amendment for the committee ? 

Mr. Lazure. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. At that time you could have discussed the matter with 
the committee. You could have asked to come before the committee 
and discussed it with us. 

Mr. Lazure. I think there was a misunderstanding in that this was 
an appropriations matter. What happened, then, Congressman Hess, 
was after Mr. Nelson had prepared his amendment it went over to the 
Senate and the Senate did hold hearings on this particular matter, at 
which time the Army did appear and presented its particular program 
in connection with this tire testing on the military basis. General 
Simon participated for the Army at that time. 

At that time in the Senate hearings the best we can get from the 
record is that apparently the Senate took the position that the program 
should coninue from the military point of view, because it requested, 
and there was deleted, the language that had been suggested by the 
House appropriations group, and, in turn, which reflected your ideas 

At that point apparently there was some discussions between the 
House and the Senate because Senator Saltonstall in the hearings in- 
dicated a discussion, but he does not naine to whom he was talking in 
the House. 

At that point the conferees met and the language of the conference 
is not. the language of the original House Armed Services’ request. 
Che House Armed Services’ initial request was to discontinue the RFC 
operation, which was mainly on the civilian side, and not on the mili- 
tary side. 

We were never quite sure from this record as to whether or not that 
was not the cause for this misunderstanding. Because it being in the 
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appropriation side we did not feel, and the record so reflects, that there 
wie any further question as to the propriety of the Army going into 
this. 

As General Palmer said today, I am sure that we appreciate that. 
I think if they had gone to the’ lawyers at the time they might have 

done that. It was one of those cases where the project people up 
through the channels in the research and development divisions of 
Ordnance and our staff wanted to continue a project which they felt 
had the blessing of Congress in the passing of the initial Rubber Act, 
and which was reflected by Senator Saltonstall’s letter. We felt that 
Secretary Stevens, in writing to the Armed Services Committee, had 
a the Army’ s position. Unfortunately, it turns out that this 
was not so. 

Mr. Rivers. As you read the report of the conferees, what duty do 
you see imposed on the Department of the Army as a result of the 
conferees’ report? What is your interpretation ¢ 

Mr. Lazure. Reiterated the House report in that none of the funds 
shall be used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration 
with RFC or which would duplicate available commercial testing or 
testing facilities. 

So it was the feeling then that if we did not collaborate with RFC, 
which we discontinued immediately, and if we did not duplicate com- 
mercial tire-testing, that it would be appropriate. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you do either of those two things? 

Mr. Lazure. Yes, we did both. We disc ontinued commercial 

Mr. Rivers. I mean did you violate that ? 

Mr. Lazure. I don’t think we did. 

Mr. Rivers. What did you do as a result of that thing there, who- 
ever interpreted it? 

General Cummines. I would like to take that. 

Mr. Rivers. You said, all right, No. 1, we are not going to fool with 
the RFC. 

General Cummines. That participation was terminated. 

Mr. Rivers. Allright. And, secondly, we are not going to do what? 

General Cummines. Duplicate a commercial testing or commercial 
testing facility, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And you did neither of those ? 

General Cummings. To the best of the opinion of the Ordnance 
Corps, it was not a violation of that. 

Mr. Rivers. And you went to Mr. Ford and said we are doing 
neither of these two things. Now, what is holding us? We are just 
going ahead and doit. And he said “I think so, too.” 

Is that what happened? 

General Cummines. I would like to, at the appropriate time, Mr. 
Chairman, place in the record the basis for the Ordnance opinion on 
the nonduplication of available commercial testing or testing facilities, 
sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Or the RFC participation. 

Mr. Hévert. The RFC is out. 

General Cummines. The RFC as I indicated was terminated on 30 
June 1953 in strict accordance with the desire. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on that? I am sorry 
I have to leave. I want to make comment, on that line of questions 
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Mr. Rivers was pursuing, as well as a similar line Mr. Bates was pur- 
suing a moment ago on the question of legality. : 

Apparently the question of legality hinges on the question of dupli- 
cation. The Army has indicated that in its opinion there is no dupli- 
cation at all, there may be a legal violation. 

Mr. Lazvure. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. If there is a legal violation, the Comptroller General 
might very well disallow payment, and then your contractor would 
be in trouble, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Lazure. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that maybe it is a point 
that the Comptroller General ought to be concerned with. 

Mr. Héserr. Let him answer the question first. 

Mr. Lazurer. That gets back, of course, to the point as to whether 
parties in action, whether they think they are meeting the desires of 
both the House Armed Services Committee and the conferees of the 
House—if they believe they have followed that, then I don’t honestly 
think there has been a violation. As to whether that is law, I am not 
prepared to say. I gather from the general questions here that the 
conferees’ report, as such, is not law. The Appropriations Act itself 
did not contain any restriction against this class of activity. The con- 
ferees’ report is intent, and I surely think that the Army might well 
have expressed or followed that intent in a better fashion than they 
did. We thought we were following it. 

Mr. Hésert. Intent is certainly a very vital factor in determining 
the legality of any procedure. 

Mr. Rivers. Certainly. And the best evidence rule would follow. 
You, as a lawyer, know that. 

Mr. Harpy. I was just going to make this observation, that spe- 
cifically the language in a conference report is adopted as the language 
of the whole Congress—of the whole House, at least. 

Mr. Lazvure. I understand that, Congressman. 

Mr. Harpy. So if that isn’t law, it is certainly action of the con- 
ferees, official action, not of the committee but of the Congress. 

Mr. Lazure. I don’t think there is 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Hardy, if you will yield there. That is the only 
place you get it. That is the best evidence. You know that as a 
lawyer. 

Mr. Lazure. That is what we felt we were following, because as 
we pointed out we did not continue activities with RFC. We did not 
in our best opinion, and the opinion of industry, I might add, duplicate 
existing commercial tire facilities to carry out this military tire-testing 
program. 

I won't say that there can’t possibly be some duplication. I am 
not familiar enough with that. All I do know is that our engineers 
and our project people and industry generally in the rubber industry, 
do not believe that we do duplicate it. 

Mr. Heserr. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisner. To summarize it, in pursuance of the conference report 
from which you have just quoted—the project at Camp Bullis was 
discontinued, and shut down for 4 months. 

Mr. Lazure. The RFC project was discontinued. Entirely. 
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Mr. Fisuer. And then it was reopened as a result of your conclu- 
sion that what you proposed to do in the new contract would not 
be in violation of the conference report. 

T am generally familiar with the background of this. In fact, I 
think I brought it to the attention of the committee originally, because 
I had many complaints—my district runs down right close to this 
thing, down in Texas. I had many complaints about the duplication, 
obvious duplication, that was going on down there, and the waste of the 
taxpayers’ money, that many of us were convinced resulted from the 
thing. Nearly 300 people employed there. Naturally, when it is 
cut off they wanted to get back on the roll. And I know there is a 
lot of pressure from down there filtered up through the Army channels, 
and I think finally got results, as you have described it here. 

As I understand it General Palmer now feels that a mistake was 
made. I think all of you must admit that that sort of a thing*er pro- 
cedure or method of acting under these circumstances, or circumvent- 
ing the will of Congress as expressed in the conference report, is not a 
good practice. Isn’t that right? You all agree to that? 

Mr. Lazure nods. ) 

{General Cummings nods. ) 

Mr. Fisuer. So you admit a mistake was made. You are planning 
to quit this project. You are going to discontinue this contract at the 
end of September. If you were inclined to continue it or if you were 
going to undertake to do the same thing somewhere else, I would sug- 
gest, Mr. Chairman, that we spend some time in getting some of the 
experts from rubber companies in here to show that there is duplica- 
tien going on down there right now. I think that can clearly be 
shown. The very tires that you are testing are the ones that are 
made by these tire manufacturers who have tremendous tire-testing 
operations going on, large scale operations in my district. Hundreds 
and hundreds of trucks, everywhere you go down there, in that hill 
country, they are testing tires, and I know good and well from what 
they tell me they are doing the same thing there that they are doing 
at Camp Bullis. In fact, I called the attention of the counselor at 
this hearing that the same thing was right back in operation. 

Of course, you can argue about the engineering report and niceties 
of it, something that is a little different, you know, from what it is 
over at Goodyear or Goodrich or at Firestone. But the fact still 
remains that those companies are putting on full-scale testing under 
every condition in the world. Believe me, they are really giving them 
a going over. But as long as they are going to quit, anyhow, I don’t 
see much point in pursuing the thing the way I see it. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Cunningham, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me you have to first 
determine here whether or not the law has been violated. I under- 
stand General Palmer to agree with Mr. Bates that there was no viola- 
tion of the law, and then I listened to counsel for the Ordnance De- 
partment, and I detect that he is in doubt whether or not the law was 
violated. I talked to our own counsel here, and he says there is’ @ 
question. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that if the law was not violated then 
our investigation falls by its own weight. If, on the other hand, 
there was a violation, even though it was a close violation, it is a 
serious matter, unless they can justify and give a reason why it was. 
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Mr. Heserr. In answer to that, the Chair will recommend at the 
conclusion of these hearings today that the entire contract be referred 
to the Comptroller General. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Fisher indicated that General Pal- 
mer has admitted that the Army has circumvented the law. It is not 
as I understood your testimony, and I would like to have the general 
comment on that point. ' 

General Parmer. No. We have certainly not intentionally cir- 
cumvented the law. 

Mr. Bares. Now that it is in the past, in looking back toward it, 
do you believe now you have done it unintentionally ? 

General Paumer. No. We have no knowledge or belief that we have 
circumvented the law, and no lawyer has yet suggested that we have 
circumvented the law. 

Mr. Bares. It was for that reason that I separated my questioning 
into two parts. 

General Parmer. Yes. 

Mr. Bares. Your answer is that you in your judgment have not 
either intentionally or unintentionally violated the law ? 

General Pater. Yes, sir; and no lawyer has yet suggested to me 
that the Army has violated the law. 

Mr. Fisuer. But as I understand you do admit that a mistake was 
made in the manner in which this thing was handled by going to Mr. 
Ford and not clearing it through the committee or with some respon- 
sible people. 

General Parmer. That is correct. Looking back on it, that was very 
dumb. At the time I think probably we were trying to fold up the 
Korean War, and everybody was busy and it slipped. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I understand, by that statement, it was unneces- 
sary for you to go to Mr. Ford? 

General Patmer. That is right. 

Mr. CunnincHam. You could have done what you did without going 
to him and getting any statement from him, legally. 

General Parmer. Legally; yes, sir; but we would have considered 
it highly improper not to have come back to Congress in some way 
or other with this thing. 

I accept the views of the committee that we didn’t come back with 
sufficient thoroughness. 

Mr. CunnincHam. When you say “we,” you are not referring to 
yourself, are you, General? I understood you to say that you never 
heard of this until this morning. 

General Patmer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. All of your testimony is hearsay, or what some- 
one else has given you ? 

General Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Or what you read ? 

General Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Cunntnecuam. Then when you say “we” you admit that you 
are going a little far to go to one Member of Congress and take his 
statement ? 

General Parmer. Yes, sir. And I was perfectly responsible for the 
people that went there. They went in my name. If they didn’t do 
the right thing I accept the responsibility. 
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Mr. CunnincHamM. You were in command at that time ? 
General Patmer. Certainly, and it is my business to see that they 
do their business properly. 
Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Héserr. Mr. Fisher. 
Mr. Fisuerr. One other question for the record before we get through, 
if we are about to get through. 
You say there is going to be limited activity at Yuma? 
General Cummines. That is our plan; yes, sir. 
Mr. Fisuer. Can you elaborate on that just a little? How much 
of it, and so forth ? 
General Cummines. The activity in the military tire testing which 
we propose to undertake in the next calendar year at our Yuma test 
station in Arizona would be a rather small percentage of what we 
are doing and will continue to do until the current contract terminates 
at Bullis. 
he exact amount of participation in this tire-testing activity at 
Yuma will depend entirely on our final firming up of our fiscal year 
1957 research and development budget. At present it looks extremely 
hard to get any significant amount. I would say a maximum under 
present conditions might be in the order of $100,000 a year. 
Mr. Fisuer. That is all. 
General Cummincs. But that figure is not firm. 
Mr. Hess. Are you carrying on any testing over here at the proving 
grounds? 
General Cummines. At Aberdeen Proving Grounds? 
Mr. Hess. Yes. 
General Cummines. Yes, sir; we are carrying on our normal re- 
search and development. 
Mr. Hess. On tires, I mean. 
General Cummines. Not on tires, per se, sir. 
Mr. Hess. You have a course there. I have seen the course. 
General Cummines. Yes, sir; but the tests at Aberdeen are not test- 
ing the tires. It is incidental. We get information, I grant. But that 
is to test the vehicle, itself. And the tests of the type we conduct at 
Aberdeen are not tests to get low-cost tire-test mileage such as we get 
at Bullis. 
Mr. Hess. It couldn’t be done there? 
General Cummines. Definitely not. 
Mr. Hénerr. Mr. Nelson. 
Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, the question I have to ask might be 
addressed to the General or to the Chief of Ordnance or to counsel. 

Can the Army consider that the law governing them in this case was 
expressed in the conference report by the words, “None of the funds 
shall be used to maintain a tire-testing facility either in collaboration 
with the RFC or which would duplicate available commercial testing 
or testing facilities?” 

Mr. Lazvrr. I think in answer to that that I would say we did follow 
the law; that we did not violate it; that we did not 

Mr. Netson. My question is did the Army consider that that was 
the law governing them in this particular case ? 

Mr. Lazure. Yes. 

General Pater. I don’t think you would say that that was the 
law, would you? I think we would say it was the rule governing us. 
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Mr. Nexson. Well, be it law or rule, it considered that it was gov- 
erned by that in this particular instance 

General Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. Was the Army’s interpretation of that language that 
the limiting language “either in collaboration with the RFC or which 
would duplicate available commercial testing or testing facilities” ; 
that that limiting language allowed them to maintain a tire-testing 
facility if they did not do it with the RFC or in duplication of civilian 
agencies ¢ 

General Cummines. We had the feeling that the maintenance of 
military tire-testing facility without duplication of commercial testing 
or testing facilities would be in line with the clear intent of the Con- 
gress, sir. 

Mr. Netson. I am not talking about the intent of the Congress. 

General Cummings. I beg your pardon, sir. 

Mr. Nexson. I am talking about the Army’s interpretation of this 
particular language. 

Mr. Lazure. Congressman Nelson, none of the lawyers got in on 
this at the time. So I can only talk at present. But I will say this— 

Mr. Nextson. I don’t want to hear about present. I want to hear 
about the Army’s interpretation when they established this contract. 

Mr. Lazure. The Army’s interpretation, I think, was expressed quite 
clearly in Secretary Stevens’ letter to this committee, at which time 
he stated that we will discontinue activities with the RFC; we will 
not duplicate commercial facilities, and we will establish a minimum 
program. 

Now, there seems to be some feeling that there was no contact with 
this committee. There was that much. 

Mr. Netson. The gentleman is giving me past history. I want an 
answer to the question of what—if that is the way the Army interpreted 
this language, as the rule or law governing the case, at the time they 
entered into this contract. 

Can you answer the question, General? You were Chief of Ord- 
nance at that time, were you not ? 

General Cummines. I was Chief of Ordnance. I cannot answer the 
question, sir. 

Mr. Netson. General, what, if any, attention did you, as Chief of 
Ordnance, pay to the recommendations of this committee made on page 
4 of its report under date of May 28, 1953, at the time you entered into 
this contract ? 

And I would like to quote for a minute from that report, which says: 


While the jurisdiction of this subcommittee extends only to military participa- 
tion— 





And then the committee goes on to recommend complete discontinu- 
ance of this project. 

What, if any, attention did the Army pay to the recommendations 
of this commiteee ? 

General Cummings. I have no personal knowledge of these trans- 
actions during the month of November or December of 1953. I base 
my statements on the study of the records at that time. 

As Mr. Lazure has indicated, General Simon, who was the assistant 
chief of Ordnance or research and development, and under whom this 
activity fell, processed the requests for approval of award and handled 
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all of those actions in my name, and I assume the complete responsi- 
bility for that. 

Mr. Netson. Did you, General, at the time this contract was being 
proposed, have any knowledge of the report made by this committee 
on May 28, 1953 ? 

General Cumrnes. Iam certain I had, sir. 

Mr. Nerson. So that at the time this contract was processed, the 
report of this committee was disregarded ? 

General Cummines. No, sir. It was the clear intent of Ordnance 
at that time to conduct a military tire-testing facility only under the 
condition that there was no duplication of commercial testing and 
facilities. We backed that, sir, on written confirmation from 12 leading 
tire manufacturers in the United States—— 

Mr. Netson. I think that undoubtedly if this hearing continues we 
will get into that later, General. 

General Cummrinas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Netson. And I think you probably can show that there was 
possibly no duplication. 

I want to know what happened to the report of this committee. Did 
you pay any attention to it? 

General Cummrines. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Netson. The report of this committee recommended that all 
military tire testing be discontinued at Camp Bullis. 

Mr. Lazurr. Could I answer that, Congressman Nelson ¢ 

Mr. Nexson. Sure. 

Mr. Lazurr. The report of the committee initially was considered, 
and as I stated, it was answered by Secretary Stevens at that time, 

Subsequent to that report there perhaps was the view of our people 
that the actions in the Senate and the actions of the conferees had 
changed the views of the committee. 

I take it today there was no change in views. But this was an ap- 
propriation bill, and it was at the instance of this committee that 
language was put in the appropriation bill by your amendment, as I 
recall, and then in the Senate heari ings that was taken out. So there 
was some assumption, and I think perhaps properly so, on the feeling 
of the Army group, that Congress, having done that and having passed 
an appropriation act which contained no language of that type, 
meant for us to follow the conferees’ report and which Secretary 
Stevens said that we would do. 

Now, we ourselves, through General Simon 

Mr. Héeverr. May I interrupt there? 

Secretary Stevens’ letter was not directed to the conference report. 
It was directed to the report of this committee. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. The report of this committee ? 

Mr. Lazure. The report of this committee, yes. 

Mr. Netson. Then if I get your answer correctly, it was the opinion 
of the Army and Army counsel that the conference report superseded 
the report of this committee ? 

Mr. Lazvure. The counsel of the Army, again, had no contact with 
this case, either at Ordnance level or I am sure at Army level. All 
we do have is the fact 

Mr. Nerson. Then all you are doing is guessing at what the Army 


did. 



















pice Pens 

















TIRE-TESTING PROGRAM AT CAMP BULLIS, TEX. 2979 


Mr. Lazure. No. We find in our records that the legality of the 
matter was considered in our controller’s group who were handling 
the Appropriation Act procedures. And they stated to General Marl’s 
office that their office, that is, the Army controller 
perceived no legal objection to using research and development funds for the 
purposes stated in the proposed contract. 

Mr. Hésert. Will you read that again ? 

Mr. Lazure (reading) : 





This office perceives of no legal objection to using research and development 
funds for the purpose stated in the proposed contract. 

Mr. Hépert. Is the controller’s office a legal office ? 

Mr. Lazure. No, sir. 

Mr. Netson. This is the Army controller. 

_Mr.:Lazurr. The Army controller, and they were passing on the 
question of the use of the funds under the appropriation back here. 

Mr. Héserr. They use the term “legal.” In other words, they are 
not lawyers. 

General Parmer. He has his own lawyer, the controller. 

Mr. Hépert. Then they did confer with the lawyer. 

Mr. Lazvre. As to that, we haven’t been able to find any memoran- 
dum or data which indicates they took it up with lawyers. 

Mr. Hésverr. Mr. Rivers’ question originally was did you confer 
with any lawyer, and the answer was in the negative. 

Mr. Lazurr. In the negative, so far as we have been able to find out. 

Mr. Héperr. But they do pass a legal opinion, when in fact they are 
not qualified or competent to pass a legal opinion. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ford’s name has been brought into 
this, and I rather think it would be convenient if he was here to listen 
to the testimony, but I think at least he should be called before this is 
over. 

I would like to ask General Cummings a question. The question 
is for what purpose was Mr. Ford consulted ? 

General Cummrines. According to the record, Mr. Ford has ar- 
ranged—agreed to a conference in Grand Rapids, Mich., at which 
he would be presented with the military tire-testing program, which 
the Department of the Army desired to reinstitute at Camp Bullis, 
and according to the record, with the intention of receiving his com- 
ments or perhaps authority to proceed with that testing program. 

Mr. Netson. Who made this record ? 

General Cummings. The only document that I have seen, sir, is 
a record made by Colonel Betts of the Office of the Chief of Research 
and Development of the Army, who was present at the meeting. 

Mr. Newson. It does not appear on the record that Mr. Ford ever 
professed to have authority to authorize this project. 

General Cummines. To my knowledge, there is nothing on our 
records. 

Mr. Lazure. Could I clarify that, Congressman ? 

Congressman Ford was the chairman of the subcommittee 

Mr. Nexson. I understand that. 

Mr. Lazure. Who reviewed the Army appropriation at that point. 
He was the one with whom we had been discussing this particular mat- 


ter as a chairman of the subcommittee on the appropriations part of 
the Army. 
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So our people, again, felt that it was natural to go to the mae 
priation subcommittee chairman to discuss what was going to be in 
the appropriation bill. 

Now, I don’t feel that we would be fair to Congressman Ford to state 
that he overruled in our opinion anybody’s report. We do not feel 
that. 

Mr. Netson. I don’t think it would be fair to him either. That is 
what I am trying to clear up. 

Mr. Lazure. I am trying to point out that Congressman Ford, I 
presume, merely at the instance of the Army, was asked to discuss a 
matter which was part of an appropriation hearing at which he had 
discussed this very thing. 

Mr. Netson. You took the report of the conference committee as the 
law. You set up a project which you thought would confirm with your 
interpretation of that rule or law, and you went to Mr. Ford to see if 
he agreed with you, is that right? 

General Cummines. I cannot agree with the comment pertaining 
to taking the conference report as law. I have no knowledge of the 
legal side of this at the time it was done. It was clearly the intention 
of Ordnance to set up the facility only under the condition that it did 
not duplicate facilities. 

Mr. Heésert. Mr. Nelson, may I read to you the statement of Gen- 
eral Palmer in that connection ? 


This minimum program was placed before the chairman of the Subcommittee 
of the House Appropriations Committee, October 1953, in Grand Rapids, Mich, 


He is referring to Mr. Ford. 
My files indicate that approval— 
and I emphasize “that approval” 


that approval was given to the Army to continue this military tire-testing 
program. 

Now, obviously, the inference there—— 

Mr. Netson. What I want to emphasize to the chairman is that this 
all comes from Army records and that the only proper source to get 
what actually happened is to call Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Hésertr. The Chair agrees with Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question before we leave 
this subject? 

Mr. Lazure, in reading the documentary material that was before or 
at least available for General Cummings as a part of the regular Army 
files on his subject, you referred to an opinion of the controller gen- 
eral—that is of the controller of the Army as to the legality of the use 
of the moneys, which I would presume were to be allocated to the 
Wetmore Hodges contract. 

Mr. Lazure. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. Could you give us the date of that opinion and the 
author of it? 

Mr. Lazure. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Just tell us what that opinion was. Give us the 
date and the text of the opinion. 

Mr. Lazure. The date was 10 November 1953. 

Mr. Courtney. Let me ask you with reference to the date: Was the 


10th of November before or after you entered the Wetmore Hodges 
contract ? 
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Mr. Lazure. Before. 

Mr. Courrnry. Before. Was it before or after you consulted with 
Mr. Ford ¢ 

Mr. Lazure. It was after. 

Mr. Courrney. After you consulted with Mr. Ford. Let us have 
the text of that opinion. 

Mr. Lazurr. This is addressed to the Assistant Chief of Statf, G-4, 
from the controller of the Army. 

Paragraph 1: 

This office has examined the request for approval of award of a cost-plus-a- 
fixed-fee-type contract in the estimated amount of $324,000 to Wetmore Hodges & 
Associates, Ine., Redwood City, Calif., dated 25 August 1953, from Detroit 
Arsenal. 

Paragraph 2: 

This office perceives of no legal objection to using research and development 
funds for the purposes stated in the proposed contract. 

Paragraph 3: 

The Department of Defense Appropriation Act of 1954, as it passed the House 
of Representatives, contained a provision that would have prohibited the use 
of appropriated funds for the tire-testing program at Camp Bullis. The reclama 
to the Senate showed that the Army desired to conduct tests of military-type tires 
that did not duplicate private tire-testing facilities. The Senate then deleted 
the restrictive amendment passed by the House and the Senate action was upheld 
in conference, so that the act as finally enacted did not contain the restriction. 

Paragraph 4: 

It appears that Congressman Gerald Ford has approved of this project and 
has agreed to inform the Hess subcommittee. It is believed that the Department 
of the Army will not be subjected to criticisms for entering into the proposed 
contract. 

Mr. Courtney. That is signed by ? 

Mr. Lazurr. That is signed by Colonel Burger, Colonel, General 
Stall, Executive Officer. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, General Cummings, a question on that. 

Mr. Lazure had indicated that the lawyers in the other branches of 
the Army had no knowledge of this transaction and rendered no legal 
opinion with respect to it. 

Mr. Lazure. Mr. Courtney, we don’t know that. I have not been 
able to find anything in the record. 

Mr. Courrnry. The answer to the first question is you didn’t know 
about it until this hearing was called ; you, personally, in your capacity 
as general counsel for the Ordnance Corps. 

(Mr. Lazvurr nods.) 

Mr. Courrnry. There is no evidence, so far as your files indicate, 
that the Judge Advocate rendered any opinion. 

Mr. Lazure. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Or was consulted on it, so far as the written records 
are concerned. 

There is, then, this written record from the controller of the Army 
which you have just read. 

(Mr. Lazure nods. ) 

Mr. Courtney. And is it fair to say that that is the only evidence 
you have found in the records of the Army, and all within General 
Cummings’ command—rendering a legal opinion to you or giving you 
advice with respect to the legality of the proposed Wetmore Hodges 
contract. 
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Mr. Lazure. Yes. 

General Cummines. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lazure. I might, however, preface that by again repeating that 
Secretary Stevens had written the committee, the Armed Services 
Committee, on the matter. So that the logical series of events that 
followed from his letter were taken by the Army and that much we 
assume that the subcommittee, headed by Mr. Hess, knew. 

Mr. Courtney. I am trying to point up for the benefit of the record, 
and of the subcommittee, what General Cummings had technically 
and legally before him at the time he entered officially or authorized 
in his capacity as chief the entrance into the Wetmore Hodges con- 
tract. And I take it from your answer that this document which you 
have just read is, in fact, the only thing that savors of a legal opinion. 

Mr. Lazure. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that right? 

General Cumamnes. I would say, however, sir, that from the legal 
standpoint, and the authority to proceed with the contract, the only 
document the contracting officer in the Ordnance Corps required was 
the approval of the aw ard by the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-4. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, but I am asking on what information did he 
act as the files show ? 

Mr. Lazure. Colonel Cone of G-4? The files indicated that this 
was one of the nen uments that he had before him. 

Mr. Courtney. That was before him? 

Mr. Lazure. "Y es, Sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is the only document that refers to or 
gives or purports to give a legal opinion ? 

Mr. Lazure. To our knowledge, from our search of the records 
to date, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. That is all I wanted. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Heserr. Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. In the only legal opinion you had, General Cummings, 
when you acted on this contract, there was absolutely no reference to 
the restricted language in the conference report? 

General Cummrines. To my knowledge; no, sir. 

Mr. Netson. The conversation we are having this morning is en- 
tirely ex post facto ? 

General Cumanes. As far as that contract, the initial contract 

Mr. Nevson. At the time the contract was entered into you had no 
consideration of whether or not you were duplicating or whether or 
not you were going on with RFC, because in the legal opinion there 
is no reference to the language in the conference report ? 

General Cummrines. There was full consideration given in the moral 
or integrity or what have you of the Ordnance Corps i in considering 
the factor of duplication of facilities. I have no knowledge as to 
whether the legal aspects, as such, were considered. The moral com- 
pliance with the intent were fully considered, and I can assure you 
of that, sir. 

Mr. Netson. That is fine. But in the legal opinion which was sub- 
mitted, and which is the only document, you were told you were at 
liberty to go ahead with the tire-testing facility, because there was no 
reference to the restrictive language in the conference report in that 
legal opinion? 
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General Cummines. To my knowledge; no, sir. 

Mr. Hépert. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, I want to address another question to 
Mr. Lazure. It is along the line of one developed by Mr. Bates a 
little while ago, but I think he was addressing his questions then to 
General Cummings and to General Palmer. 

This hearing has developed something here that has often puzzled 
me, and I w ould like to ask the attorney’s view on it, and that is the 
actual legal effect of a recommendation in a conference report as dis- 
tinguished from something actually written into a statute. Leaving 
out the question of whether it is persuasive or whatnot, actually are 
you legally bound in the courts or in the Comptroller General’s office, 
or wherever, by something written or do you feel that you are by 
something written into a conference report, as distinguished from that 
which is contained in a statute? 

Mr. Lazure. I have to give a curbstone opinion, but I would say we 
would not be legally bound. 

Mr. Fisner. That is the point I wanted to make. Of course, I 
would assume that ordinarily, at least, you give a lot of attention to 
those recommendations, and I think you should. 

Mr. Lazure. That is right. 

Mr. Fisuer. But when you get right down to the heart, the legal 
aspect of it, it is not a part of the law? 

Mr. Lazure. No. 

Mr. Fisuer. It is just a recommendation of the Congress; isn’t that 
right ? 

Mr. Lazors. That is my curbstone opinion, and I say that because 
this is an area where the best lawyers in the country, and the best 
judges, will perhaps find a little mental gymnastics in answering. 

Mr. Fisuer. I would think that such expressions might very well be 
referred to in the courts, in their interpretation of the will of Congress, 
where ambiguities arise, or things of that kind. 

Mr. Héerr. Mr. Fisher, the Chair might remind Mr. Fisher, that 
the testimony before the full Committee on Armed Services show a 
very illuminating opinion of the Judge Advocate General of the Army 
in connection with the use of the word “shall” in the conduct of our 
Reserve Forces, wherein he held that the word “shall” was only 
mandatory if at the convenience of the Army. It is a very classic 
interpretation. That isin the statute. 

Mr. Rivers? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, we have three men here this morning, 
the Deputy Chief of Staff, General Palmer, and General Cummings, 
and the distinguished attorney. Neither one of these men had any 
concrete knowledge to amount to anything at the time. They are 
merely assuming the responsibility by virtue of the positions they 
occupy. General Cummings said he takes responsibility. Somebody 
down the line approved it. General Palmer says that he is a good 
soldier. He headed up the whole business. So he will take it. And 
here is alawyer. They didn’t even bother you for an opinion? 

Mr. Lazure. Well, I think 

Mr. Rivers. I said,they didn’t. That is your own testimony. 

Mr. Lazure. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Rivers. So they didn’ care whether you lived or not. They had 
somebody else somewhere down the line. So neither of you gentle- 
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men can really speak from absolute concrete knowledge, in my opinion. 
That is the way I feel about the testimony. So the people who we 
want are the people who really accomplished the act, if they were 
here—we don’t know exactly what went on. Here is what I am 
coming up to: 

Are you now, today, violating the spirit of that conference report / 
Are you violating that now in Texas? 

General Cummings. I do not believe that we are, sir. We are not 
violating, in my opinion, and in the opinion of the Ordnance Corps, 
the spirit of that amendment, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Were you violating it 2 months ago, 3 months ago, 4 
months ago, or 6 months ago ¢ 

General Cumminés. Not in violation since the initial contract, 

Mr. Rivers. Since the initial contract 

General Cummings. In our opinion. We have not violated the 
intent. 

Mr. Rivers. And in addition to that you are not only going to 
terminate this procedure, but you are going to terminate the place 
where it is being carried on ¢ 

General Cummines. Not for the reason which might be presumed, 
sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

General Cummings. We are terminating this fall due to the pro- 
graming of the research and development available dollars into 
other areas, and we can’t support an operation of the scope and magni- 
tude we have at Bullis. But we still sincerely hope that the committee 
will endorse our continuation of this program on a much reduced 
basis, whatever we can afford, at Yuma test station, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Here is what I am coming to. I heard it generally 
said—now, this might be ex post facto thinking. It is the same thing. 
All of us are confused. I heard it generally stated duri ing the regime 
of my friend, Bob Stevens, that he completely ignored the liaison of 
the Army, headed by the distinguished General Hauck. To carry out 
the responsibility that was generally so—and your letter signed by 
some colonel said that it is presumed that Mr. Hess would have been 
notified, and the only people who could have carried that message to 
Garcia was the committee headed by the distinguished general. It 
points up this thing in my mind. The Department of the Army ought 
to wise itself up and s times give the liaison something to do that the 
Air Force and the Navy do. This wouldn’t have happened in the 
Navy, and it wouldn’t have happened in the Air Force. This com- 
mittee would have had knowledge of it. 

General P: rg ave told this to the other 
higher-ups—I think your liaison committee should be more fully 
consulted. 

General Parmer. [appreciate that very much. 

13" Rivers. It brings us less information than any liaison officer 
on Capitol Hill, and it is not its own fault. I have complained and 
complained and complained about it. And I hope that the Army will 
do better. Because I think if General Hauck had been directed we 
would have known about it. 

There is no reflection on him. Somebody in the Army has histori- 
cally ignored that office, that is vitally important. You may not like 
us, but) you have to get along with us. 
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Like it was said in Europe. We visited a certain installation. I 
said, “You may not like us when we leave, but you will remember us 
for a long time.” 

I don’t know whether that will do any good, but that is said in the 
greatest friendship to you and the greatest admiration for you. I 
think your attitude this morning was commendable. You didn’t know 
a thing about it until today, did you ? 

General Patmer. Not until yesterday. 

Mr. Hépert. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Rivers has covered almost everything I had in mind, 
and if he had a few more moments he probably would have covered 
everything. 

The counsel has indicated that he does not have firsthand informa- 
tion as to whether or not legal counsel was consulted on this particular 
matter at that time. But on the issues before you now, and in your 
judgment today, did you follow the legal requirements of the law or 
the rules, or whatever else you might want to call the conference 


report ? 

Mr. Lazure. I would say that we followed the law because the law 
deleted entirely any reference to this particular project. So that the 
law which covered the expenditure of research and development 
moneys was followed. 

The conferees’ report I have stated as my belief—and it is a curb- 
stone belief—is not part of the law. It is, to use the language of 
Congressman Fisher and Congressman Rivers, persuasive. It indi- 
cates intent. General Cummings has stated that Army Ordnance 
believed that it followed that intent of the conferees’ report. 

Mr. Bates. That was the reason I phrased my question that way, 
either the legal phraseology or the intent of the conference. But on 
either or both occasions you believe you have followed the views of 
the conference ? 

Mr. Lazure. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bates. Now, General, that we have looked at this matter I think 
overall, if you had to review this situation today and pass judgment 
upon it, would you vary the procedure which was followed in this 
particular case? Do you believe that you followed the law or the 
intent of Congress? You conferred with the appropriate chairman 
of the committee who advised you he would notify this committee. 
The Secretary of the Army communicated a letter to the chairman of 
the full committee setting forth his views. What else would you do 
today if the matter was before you ? 

General Paumer. I think we would in the same circumstances, to-wit, 
that the Congress was out of session at the time, take the additional 
step of presenting this problem to the chairman of this subcommittee 
as we did to Mr. Ford at Grand Rapids. 

The word “approval” was used probably loosely there. We would 
have gotten his view on the thing as to whether or not Congress would 
object to our proceeding. That is about what we are aiming at. It 
is not uncommon procedure, of course, to get the chairman of the 
important committees to express an opinion of that sort. And it 
usually has a certain value as indicating the intent of Congress and 
we feel safe in being guided by it, and always have. 

Mr. Bates: Well, ordinarily when the Congress either in this form 
or in other forms indicates certain restrictions, do you always con- 
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tact the appropriate committee to.see whether or not you are following 
within the purview of their instructions ¢ 

General Patmer. No, I don’t think so in every case, Mr. Bates. Of 
course I am definitely not a witness to the facts of this thing. I gather, 
that there had been very strong feeling expressed on this subject, 
that the Appropriations Committee of the House had picked up the 
views of this committee, that Mr. Nelson had put in his amendment and 
it had been passed on the floor, and that the conferees had restated 
the thing—it was so plainly expressed that they were anxious to be 
sure we were keeping on the right side of the street with Congress— 
because, as Mr. Rivers has said, and as we well know, if you are not 
happy with us, why, we are not happy. And we are not going to be. 
That is just all there is to that. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, if we may summarize what has 
transpired this morning, the whole matter, legal or factual, will be- 
come moot in September. That hardly leaves us with anything to 
discuss this morning, or to implement any recommendations of the 
committee. So we can prescind from the legal considerations and 
from the factual considerations. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the record be completed by 
the statement of General Cummings—which he did not have an op- 
portunity of reading—which touches on the factual situation, as to 
whether or not in the opinion of the Ordnance Corps there was or 
was not a duplication of commercial facilities which was one of the 
specific subjects mentioned in the conference report. 

Mr. Hésert. Do you request that the general read that portion of 
his statement or make it a part of the record ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Make it a part of the record. 

General Cumminas. I would appreciate the opportunity to insert 
it in the record. 

Mr. Héperr. It will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows) : 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY MaJ. GEN. E. L. CUMMINGS, CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


I am Maj. Gen. Emerson L. Cummings, Chief of Army Ordnance, a position 
which I have held since November 1953, which covers the entire period since 
resumption of the tire-testing activity at Camp Bullis. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee. 

I am sure that the committee will understand and appreciate my enthusiasm in 
all of the work performed by the corps. As you know, the Ordnance Corps is 
assigned the responsibility of procuring military vehicles, spare parts, com- 
ponents, including the tires on which those vehicles ride. The demands of the 
Army field forces for efficient, fast-moving vehicles with a minimum of break- 
down places on the Ordnance Corps a grave responsiiblity to assure that its 
purchases, even of tires, meet the most rigid destructive testing. 

I am personally aware of the frustrations witnessed by commanding officers 
of field forces where repeated breakdowns in equipment cause loss of men and 
equipment. Perhaps my personal demand that Ordnance materiel be the very 
best obtainable causes me to be personally disheartened when any program 
such as the current one is diminished, let alone curtailed. 


BENEFITS WHICH HAVE ACCRUED FROM THE TIRE-TESTING OPERATIONS AT CAMP BULLI8 


In 1953, certain information was furnished to other committees of the Con- 
gress having to do with specific benefits that arose from the type of testing that 
was conducted at Camp Bullis. I believe this information has never been pre- 
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sented to this committee. In brief, it included such items as the fact that 6 x 6 
truck tires increased their mileage from 16,900 miles to 26,500 miles. 

I am proud to say that this single item of development has saved the taxpayers 
over $10 million. 

Additionally, the possible synthetic content of military tires had increased to 
as high as 87 percent compared with the 25 percent used in comparable com- 
mercial truck tires. 

Since the reopening of the Camp Bullis operation by the Ordnance Corps in 
late 1953, similar benefits have continued to accrue. Coordinated testing of 
various types, construction, and tire designs had resulted since World War II up 
to 1953, in the reduction of tire types from 100 tire sizes to approximately 19. 

Continued testing since 1953 reduced this number again so that at the present 
time the Ordnance Corps had standardized on 6 tire sizes of one type of con- 
struction for all military tactical vehicles. 

The savings that will accrue in the supply and issue of this smaller number of 
tire sizes is and will continue to be material. 

An auxiliary benefit closely allied to actual tire performance is the development 
of a standard military rim and wheel. Prior to 1953 there were three manu- 
facturers, of rims, all supplying different types of flanges and locking rings. 
Ordnance has developed since this date 1 rim and 1 wheel that will cover all 
tire sizes from 8.25 x 20 through the 12.00 x 20 size. Previously we were paying 
from $37 to $42 per wheel and rim. For this new wheel we are paying only 
$14.75. This multiplied by the number of vehicles purchased by the Army will 
amount to a savings of millions of dollars. 

Concurrently with the two recent accomplishments I have just cited, 13 
significant military specification changes have resulted. These include improve- 
ments in the ozone resistance of rubber, increased the low temperature operation 
and mileage of tires, and have made marked increase in the bruise resistance of 
tires, as well as other improvements. I would like to cite two specific examples 
of improvements included under these specifications. 

A new type prestretched nylon cord fabric has been developed for Ordnance 
which increases the bruise resistance by better than 50 percent. One of the 
added benefits is that the tire can be retreaded as much as 2 or 3 times, therefore 
offering tremendous money savings to the Department of Defense. The require- 
ment for bruise resistance, as you know, stems from the military requirement that 
vehicles must be capable of use for extended cross-country operations. 

A further unique development was the adding of an antiozident to the rubber 
compounds when the tires are originally manufactured. This added to the 
present compounding has most significantly increased the resistance to rubber 
deterioration. This problem is becoming increasingly important because of 
increased ozone content found in a growing number of places in the United 
States. 

It becomes of particular military interest because of the military requirement 
for long-term storage of vehicles with tires installed. The experiments which 
resulted in this were very much dependent on the testing at Camp Bullis to 
determine the success or failure of each compound developed. Not only has 
this particular testing resulted in better tires but the additives have now been 
included in all Ordnance rubber mechanical goods. 

In establishing tire testing at Camp Bullis the key to successful operation was 
an operation which would permit driving trucks over typical military terrain 
in a manner so as to accumulate high mileage rapidly and at low cost. 

This requirement for the tire testing operation therefore made available to 
research and development agencies a means of concurrently testing any item 
which is a component part of the vehicles in the tire test fleet so long as it did not 
interfere with the most essential feature, that of the rapid accumulation of low- 
cost tire-test mileage. This meant that such items as ignition cables, generators, 
batteries, etc., could be tested for durability concurrently with the tire test opera- 
tion in an efficient manner without additional cost to the taxpayers. This means 
of low-cost testing has been pushed to the maximum by the Ordnance Corps. 

In addition to low-cost testing of various development components, a careful 
and detailed record has been kept throughout all operations of the durability of 
standard component parts of the military vehicles in the tire test fleet. 

In many cases, this careful record enabled research and development agencies 
and the truck designers to learn in advance of chronic deficiencies which had 
not shown up in the normal low mileage engineering tests. 

Typical examples of such discoveries led to major modification ‘in the military 
hydromatic transmission and also uncovered a manufacturing deficiency in the 

















2988 TIRE-TESTING PROGRAM AT CAMP BULLIS, TEX. 






steering gears of trucks. In the past month a chronic generator bracket failure 
has been uncovered and appropriate action to correct the deficiency taken before 
a rash of reports from the field indicating this unsatisfactory condition. 

One final benefit which has accrued from time to time from the Camp Bullis 
operations has been suggestions for improvements which could contribute to the 
military worth of our materiel. 

An example of the progressive thinking generated by the contractor-operated 
test is one which was recently demonstrated at Corpus Christi, Tex. The 
personnel from the test operation at Camp Bullis suggested an improvement in 
the wheel for the 2% ton 6 x 6 truck which would permit operation of an over- 
sized tire with very low air pressure. Tests just recently completed have shown 
a vast improvement in mobility which could result from adoption of this 
suggestion. 

From the areas discussed it should be clear that from the point of view of 
those directing the research and development activities in the tank automotive 
field that aside from providing for that very essential tire test activity, Camp 
Bullis has continued to make a valuable contribution to the development 
program. 

DUPLICATION OF FACILITY 


I want to assure your committee that the Ordnance Corps has been keenly 
aware of the expressed desire of your committee and Congress that there be no 
duplication of commercial testing or commercial test facilities in connection 
with the Army military tire testing program. The Detroit Arsenal in preparing 
the proposed program which was finally approved by Army, was fully aware of 
this requirement, and sincerely believed that no duplication would result. 

The arsenal was not satisfied with our own Ordnance opinion and knowledge 
on the subject. The arsenal therefore had in June 1953 after publication of 
your report called upon the Ordnance Advisory Tire and Rim Committee of the 
Tire and Rim Association, Inc., for their considered opinion. 

This committee is composed of highly qualified technical representatives of 
tire, wheel, and rim manufacturers in the United States, and collectively have a 
most intimate knowledge of the national available resources in industry and 
the types of commercial testing performed. This committee in accordance with 
Government procedures, is chaired by an Ordnance representative who is Mr. 
England of the Detroit Arsenal and who is present here today. 

Mr. England at a meeting with the tire and rim committee first outlined the 
objectives of the Army relative to the synthetic rubber development program. 
These objectives were: 

1. To develop satisfactory military tires of higher synthetic rubber contents 
than present constructions in order to insure a minimum requirement for natural 
rubber in the event of an all-out emergency. 

2. To further improve the hot-water operating characteristics of military tires 
with present synthetic rubber contents. 

3. To continue with requirement of relatively high synthetic contents in mili- 
tary tires for regular procurement in order to maintain an aétive synthetic 
rubber production and improve on manufacturing techniques for the use of this 
material in tires. 

After due consideration of the Army objectives and considering the then 
present stage of synthetic military tire development, this committee recommended 
that the Ordnance continue operations of Camp Bullis’ facility for the following 
specific reasons : 

1. No other facility exists, either Government-operated or in private industry, 
which allows testing of military tires on military vehicles and under all of the 
Severe conditions which these tires encountered in actual service. Maintaining 
such an operation by each individual company of the rubber industry would be 
impractical and would add materially to the cost of the tires. Present test op- 
erations of industry cannot satisfactorily be used to evaluate tires for military 
service because : 

a. Vehicles used in normal commercial testing are regular highway types, 
which differ greatly from military vehicles. Military vehicles are designed with 
all-wheel drive, large flotation type tires and tandem drive axles to provide 
maximum mobility in the extremely rough terrain and steep grades of cross- 
country operations. 

b. Test courses used in commercial testing consists of smooth highways repre- 
sentative of normal commercial trucking. Military tire tests must necessarily 
be run over test courses including rough terrain similar to that encountered in 
remote combat areas and which have no commercial counterpart. 
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In July 1953 communications were received from 12 leading tire companies with 
strong recommendations for continuation of this type of testing. The reasons 
advanced in these letters were very similar to those covered by the tire and rim 
committee. 

With this strong confirmation of the considered opinion of Ordnance, the Corps 
felt fully justified in submitting the proposed plan for resumption of the activity 
at Camp Bullis with the firm conviction that such testing would not in fact 
duplicate existing commercial testing or test facilities. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. I would like to move, before the record is completed, 
that counsel be directed to contact the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. 
Ford, and inform him of the testimony that has been produced here 
this morning and ask him either by statement or by appearance before 
this committee, whichever he may desire, to tell what actually tran- 
spired in this conference, with particular attention to the reasons he 
was consulted and the type of approval which he gave. 

Mr. Héserr. The counsel will proceed along those instructions. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, may I offer the suggestion that since 
it is a complete record and since there were many questions asked, that 
1 be permitted to send to Mr. Ford the transcript of the record this 
morning, which is complete in itself, for his further comment. 

Mr. Héserr. That will be done. 

Mr. Netson. With the request. 

Mr. Courtney. With the request. 

Mr. Heéperr. Thank you very much, General, and gentlemen, for the 
appearance. 

The committee will stand in recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the subcommittee recessed, subject to 
the.call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 2, 1956 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
ARMED SERVICES CoMMITTEE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable F. Edward Hébert, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding , and the following members 
present : Mr. Hess, Mr. Rivers, Mr. ‘unningham, and Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Hésert. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, this is a continuation of the hearing 
that commenced April 19, 1956, in reference to a tire-testing program 
conducted by the Army at Camp Bullis, Tex. 

At the last meeting, Mr. Chairman, I was directed by the committee 
to give to Mr. Ford a transcript of the record which pertained to con- 
ferences purported to have occurred between him and representatives 
of the Department of the Army. Mr. Ford immediately contacted 
the office and requested an opportunity of further discussion and of 
a meeting with the subcommittee. 

As you know, the subcommittee record will show we were absent 
in California in the past week and this is the first open date since the 
meeting of April 19, 1956. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ford is present and is prepared to discuss the 
matter. 

Mr. Héeerr. Mr. Ford, in behalf of the committee, I wish to wel- 
come you this morning. As you know, the committee has a great deal 
of respect for you. You have cooperated in the past to a very fine 
piece of work. 

The committee, as you will gather, having read the transcript, felt 
that in view of the fact that your name was bandied about quite a bit 
in the open hearings the last time we met, that it was only fair to give 
you an opportunity to present to the committee whatever you would 
like to present or to offer any statement you would like to offer. 

On behalf of the committee we welcome you and you may proceed 
in your own fashion. 


TESTIMONY OF HON. GERALD R. FORD, JR., OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Hess, I greatly appreciate the 
chance to come and give some details and explanations which might 
be helpful in clarifying the record on this specific situation. 

Over the years it has been a privilege for me to work with the mem- 
bers of this subcommittee and the staff. I can vividly recall 3 or 4 
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years ago when the committee and the staff were very helpful in expos- 
ing a situation which was a very bad one and I commended the com- 
mittee and the staff at that time for their sound and constructive work 
on this particular problem. I think the committee over the years has 
done an excellent job. 

I don’t know what I can do to amplify the record other than to sub- 
mit certain letters which are, I think very pertinent. 

I would, however, first like to indicate my concurrence with the ex- 
pressed views of the committee in reference to Gen. Williston B. 
Palmer and General Cummings. Both of those gentlemen from my 
contacts with them, are very outstanding military officers and fine 
citizens. 

I don’t have to review in detail what happened on this tire-testing 
program, insofar as our subcommittee on appropriations of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations is concerned except to indicate that when 
the appropriations bill for fiscal year 1954 came to the floor of the 
House in June 1953, one of the members of this subcommittee, Rep- 
resentative Nelson of Maine spoke to me ahead of time and indicated 
this subcommittee had held some hearings on the Camp Bullis matter 
and the subcommittee had made recommendations to the effect. that 
the tire-testing program should be abandoned. 

Mr. Nelson indicated to me that such an amendment would be offered 
by him, I believe, on behalf of the subcommittee. He wondered what 
my attitude and the attitude of our appropriations subcommittee would 
be if such an amendment was offered. 

The net result of that conversation was that our subcommittee 
agreed to accept the amendment on the floor and it was so done. 

The bill went over to the Senate. The Senate struck that amend- 
ment from the appropriations bill. 

In conference, the language which was included in the amendment 
was stricken but there was a statement in the report by the managers 
of the House indicating that the tire-testing program should be dis- 
continued as far as it was duplicating in nature, plus the fact that the 
RFC should be totally wiped out of the operation. 

That legislation, the appropriation bill for fiscal year 1954, went 
into effect sometime in early August 1954. I either received a letter or 
a long distance telephone call—I believe it was a long distance cal]— 
from Grand Rapids, Mich., asking if several members of the Army 
Research and Development Staff could come and talk with me in 
Grand Rapids about their proposal or plan to conform with the con- 
ference report. 

I said that I would be glad to talk with them and we set up the date 
of October 21. 

They came to Grand Rapids and presented to me a rather compre- 
hensive document indicating their plan to conform with the recom- 
mendations in the conference report. 

As I recall, we spent about 3 hours in detail going over this pro- 
posal that they wanted to put into effect. 

At the time, I told them that as far as I personally was concerned, 
their proposal seemed to conform with the recommendations of the 
statement on the part of the managers for the House. 

Tn order to inform all the parties that I thought would be interested 
in the action that I had taken, I wrote, on October 26, a letter to the 

ranking Democrat on the Army panel, Representative Robert Sikes. 
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I wrote a similar letter on the same date to the other Republican on 
the panel, Representative Miller of Maryland, and also a similar letter 
on the same date to Representative Hess. 

Here are copies of some correspondence and the top letter is the 
letter which was sent to the three gentlemen I have mentioned. I will 
read the letter I sent to Mr. Miller. The same letter was sent to Mr. 
Sikes and to Mr. Hess. 

It is addressed to the Honorable Edward T. Miller, House Office 
Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear TED: As you know in the Department of Defense appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1954, the House directed the Army to straighten out the tire-testing 
program at Camp Bullis, Texas. Subsequent to final passage of this appropri- 
ation bill, General K. D. Nichol, head of Army Research and Development, had 
several conferences with me on this problem, and promised that the situation 
would be effectively remedied. 

On Wednesday, October 21, Colonel Betts of General Nichol’s office, Col. 
Petersen, head of Detroit Arsenal R & D and W. D. England, civilian head of 
the tire program, had a conference with me in Grand Rapids, and presented the 
proposed new program. I am enclosing for your information a copy of their 
plan which I believe will result in a smaller, cleaner and non-duplicating testing 
program. You will note that RFC will be out of the picture entirely. 

With kind personal regards and very best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

Signed by myself. 

This letter was sent to Messrs. Sikes, Miller, and Hess. 

It seems to me the gentlemen I wrote are the three people who should 
have been contacted as to what I felt should be done following this 
conference. 

Subsequently on November 12, 1953, I received a letter from the 
then chairman of this subcommittee, Mr. Hess. You have before you 
copies of that letter that I received. I won’t read it but it in effect 
points out the attitude of this subcommittee in reference to the pro- 
gram. 

I also received acknowledgements from the two other members of 
our Army appropriations panel. On October 28, 1953, this letter was 
received from the Honorable Robert Sikes and reads as follows: 


DEAR JERRY: Thank you for your letter of October 26 with the enclosed copy of 
correspondence relative to the Army’s tire-testing program at Camp Bullis, Tex. 
I am glad to have this information. 

With good wishes, I am, 

Bos SIKEs. 


On November 2, 1953, I received this letter as an acknowledgment 
from Representative Edward T. Miller: 


DEAR JERRY: Many thanks for your letter of October 26 and I have noted the 
contents. 


With personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
TED MILLER. 


Subsequent to that process, I wrote to Mr. Robert Michaels, clerk 
of the House Committee on Appropriations, who was the clerk assigned 
tothe Army panel. This letter is as follows: 


Dear MIKE: Enclosed you will find an original and one copy of a letter I 
received from Representative William KE. Hess, chairman of a special subcom- 
mittee on defense activities, of the House Committee on Armed Services. As 
you will note the correspondence is in reference to the Army’s tire-testing opera- 
tions at Camp Bullis, Tex. Also within is a copy of my letter this date to 
Representative Hess. 
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In light of the attitude of Mr. Hess, I think it wise to get in touch with Colonel 
Betts over at the Army’s research and development office. In other words, per- 
haps Colonel Betts should take a look at all of the correspondence before any 
contact is made with Mr. Hess, or the subcommittee’s counsel, John J. Courtney. 

There is some possibility that the Army may have gone ahead with this con- 
tract without some consultation with Mr. Hess’ committee. I told them that as 
far as we were concerned, the new setup seemed O. K. The Army probably should 


have contacted the Hess committee also and if they haven’t done so, they should 
do so immediately. 


With kind personal regards and very best wishes, 
signed by myself. 

There are some penciled notes on this letter which Mr. Michael got 
which I will have to interpolate, but I think it is fair to assume that 
they are accurate because this is correspondence taken from our file. 

There is one note, here. It says, “Colonel Mansfield for Betts 1-13.” 

Apparently there was a contact. 

Another note says, “Lt. Col. Dwight review of file 1-14.” I presume 
that is 1954. 

Another note says, “Col. Betts reviewed 12-7. To call re: appoint- 
ment with Hess and Courtney.” 

Another note, “Gen. Uncles should get appointment with Hess sub- 
committee 2-1.” I presume that is 1954. 

Now, the explanation, as I see it, of what happened is this: The 
Army research and development people came out to see me as then 
chairman of the Army panel on appropriations. I told them that as 
far as I was concerned, their plan seemed to conform with the con- 
ference report. I notified both members of the Army panel on appro- 
priations and sent them copies of the Army’s plan. I also wrote Mr. 
Hess and indicated to him what had been done and sent to him the 
Army proposal. Mr. Hess wrote me back indicating the subecommit- 
tee’s attitude on this problem. I wrote our clerk and suggested to him 
that he contact the Army as indicated in the letter here. 

Our panel in 1954, 1955, and this year, has had no further contact 
in reference to this specific problem. 

As far as I know the program was going along as we had indicated 
and I assume they or the Army would have contacted this subcommit- 
tee for whatever contacts were necessary to conform with the desires of 
this subcommittee. 

Mr. Heéserr. At this point I think, Mr. Ford, it would be well to 
read into the record Mr. Hess’ letter. 

It isa reiteration of the position of the committee. 

Mr. Courtney (reading) : 

NOVEMBER 12, 1953. 
The Honorable GrRaAtp R. Forp, Jr., 
Member of Congress, 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 

Dear JERRY: I have your letter of October 26, relative to a proposed continua- 
tion of tire-testing operations at Camp Bullis, Tex. 

The original complaint on this project was filed by a Member of Congress, 
charging such operations as being unnecessary and a waste of Government 
money. The complaint was filed both with the Appropriations Committee and 
our subcommittee. In talking with Congressman Wigglesworth, it was sug- 
gested that if our subcommittee planned to investigate this complaint, the 
Appropriations Committee would hold any investigation in abeyance and accept 
the report of our subcommittee. 

Our investigation of this activity included visits to the commercial manu- 
facturers both at their plants and their tire-testing fleet operations in Texas, as 
well as the Government operation at Camp Bullis. At the conclusion of this 
‘nvestigation, the subcommittee report, based on such investigation, held that 
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the project was unnecessary and all testing operations a duplication of those 
already performed by the commercial manufacturers. 

The report of the subcommittee concluded with the following recommenda- 
tions: 

1. That the Department of the Army be directed to forthwith cancel its 
participation in this project and either release its employees at the site or 
transfer them to some essential duty. 

2. That the Department of the Army be directed to strike from its budget 
request for fiscal year 1954 all funds for participation in this project. 

3. While the jurisdiction of this subcommittee extends only to military par- 
ticipation, its members, as individual Members of Congress, will oppose any 
budget item for Government financing of this project and will recommend to the 
Appropriations Committee of the Congress that all funds for this purpose be 
immediately withdrawn. 

This subcommittee report was presented to the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee and approved by that body unanimously. 

Subsequent to the issuing of our report, Congressman Nelson, for the 
subcommittee, as you will recall, introduced an amendment to the House 
military appropriation bill to the effect that none of such funds could be used 
to maintain a tire-testing facility. This amendment was the only one accepted 
by the House, expressing the sentiment of that body on this project. While this 
amendment was deleted by the Senate, the House conferees reiterated the 
position of the House, as shown on page 6 of the conference report, which sets 
forth the position of the managers on the part of the House. The project at 
the time of our investigation was conducted principally by RFC under a contract 
with a private corporation, with Army Ordnance participating. It was for this 
reason that the language of our report and recommendation were necessarily 
qualified with respect to other agencies. 

Since, at the time of our investigation, this project could not show any tire- 
testing operation that was not duplicating those of the commercial manufacturer, 
it is difficult to understand how a proposed continuation could be conducted 
without such duplication. At no time since our subcommittee report has anyone 
connected with Army Ordnance contacted me as chairman, any member of the 
subcommittee, or any member of our staff in an effort to present any argument 
that their operations were not a duplication of private industry. We do have 
knowledge of Army Ordnance “investigating our investigators.’ Commercial 
manufacturers were contacted to ascertain if they had been visited by our staff 
members and what information had been furnished during such visits. This 
action on the part of Army Ordnance did not leave too good an impression with 
private industry. 

In view of the foregoing résumé, it would appear that Army Ordnance is 
arbitrarily determined to continue this project. If it is found that such a 
project is in existence when Congress convenes, it is my opinion that the full 
House Armed Services Committee should call someone to account for this 
apparent utter disregard for the expressed wish of not only the House Armed 
Services Committee but Congress as well. 

This letter has been rather lengthy but presents a history of this case. 
I am certain, from their expressions at the time the report was adopted, it 
represents the thinking of all the members of this subcommittee. 

With personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Ww. E. HEss, Chairman. 

Mr. Forn. I did fail to read one letter in response to Mr. Hess’ 
letter of November 12, where I replied to you, Mr. Hess, on November 
25, that probably ought to go in the record in sequence. 

Mr. Hepertr. Very well. 

Mr. Courtney (reading) : 

November 25, 1953. 
Rep. WititaM FE. Hess, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Defense Activities, 
314 House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Biti: Your letter of November 12 in further reference to the Army’s 
tire-testing program at Camp Bullis, has been received. 

As you know in the past on this matter, our subcommittee on Army appropria- 
tions has worked closely with you and your committee. I especially forwarded 
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to you a copy of the proposed revised Army program in order that all parties 
would be fully advised. Under no circumstances should we be working at cross 
purposes. 

After carefully studying the Army’s new proposed setup and spending con- 
siderable time discussing the details with Army Ordnance research and develop- 
ment people from Detroit, I came to the conclusion the bad features had been 
washed out. It appears to me there will be no duplication of commercial testing 
and RFC is completely out of the picture. I am informed the proposed testing 


contract would be with a very reputable civilian research and development 
concern. 


In light of the effort on the part of the Army to straighten out the mess, would 
it be possible for you or your committee to get together with the Army research 
and development people. If the Army has a straightforward plan which does 
a necessary job without the objections previously raised, I believe they ought to 
have “their day in court.” Iam forwarding copies of our correspondence to our 
subcommittee’s staff member requesting that he get together with John Courtney 
and the Army research and development officials. 


I expect to be in Washington after December 10th, and will be glad to discuss 
the matter in detail after that date. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD R. Forp, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, according to the records of the com- 
mittee and the staff of the committee, there was no contact whatsoever 
with the Department of the Army in this matter. 

Mr. Hess. Subsequent to the time they met with Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Courtney. Subsequent to the time they met with Mr. Ford. 

The interpretation placed upon Mr. Ford’s action by the Depart- 
ment of the Army certainly seems to be at variance with the original 
record which he presented here this morning. Certainly everything 
that was done would be in entire consonance with the expressed attitude 
and the recommendations of the committee. The issue then would be 
whether or not, as I should see it, the contract which was talked about, 
or the proposal which was talked about between Mr. Ford and the 
representatives of the Department of the Army were in fact a duplica- 
tion of the commercial efforts in the same field. 

There is complete silence on this whole matter insofar as this sub- 
committee is concerned, even though it was specifically requested by 
Mr. Ford, as the record clearly shows, and as this committee was fully 
aware. 

We now have a record, Mr. Chairman, in which the contract was 
entered into under the circumstances recited by General Palmer at 
the last meeting. If I may make a personal comment, there is a very 
vast difference between the views of the Department of the Army as 
to what transpired with Mr. Ford and the written record that Mr. 
Ford has here of what he said and did with respect to the subject 
matter. 

Mr. Heéserrt. As I understand it, too, Mr. Ford, the penciled nota- 
tions you read from the correspondence, indicates that the Army on 
two different occasions did review the file? 

Mr. Forp. That would be my interpretation. You might like to 
look at it. 

Mr. Hévert. No, that is all right. 

And in the file was Mr. Hess’ letter as chairman of this committee? 

Mr. Forp. When I was checking to see what I should or should not 
do, I asked that our file be brought over to me on this, and this is the 
entire file, or the pertinent portions of it. 
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The penciled notations would indicate that the Army did review 
this file in our panel’s office. Somebody wrote these notations on here. 
I presume they were written by Mr. Robert Michaels, our panel clerk. 

e could probably best testify as to who wrote these notations on here. 

Mr. Hézert. That doesn’t matter, who made the notations, except to 


the extent that the fact I want to point out is that Mr. Hess’ letter was 
a part of that file. 


Mr. Forp. I am sure it was. 

Mr. Hésert. If the Army did upon two occasions review that file, 
assuming they reviewed it, they would have to see Mr. Hess’ letter ex- 
pressing the attitude of this committee, and in spite of that, Mr. Court- 
ney, as head of our staff and Mr. Hess as chairman of the committee 
have no knowledge of any contact being made. 

Mr. Hess. None whatsoever. Congress was not in session, of course, 
and there was no contact made with me in my home in Cincinnati and 
there was no contact made after I returned the first of the year. 

Mr. Hésert. And no contact was made with you, Mr. Courtney? 

Mr. Courtney. None with me. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it pertinent to point out that the subject 
which Mr. Ford is discussing occurred in the fall of 1953 and in the 
early part of 1954. The records of this committee are certainly silent 
as to any discussions, contacts, requests, letters, or information of any 
kind from the Department of the Army all during the year 1954 and 
1955. 

Mr. Foco. Mr. Chairman, I think it should be pointed out, too, that 
in the testimony of the Army they did not attempt to claim they had 
contacted this committee. 

Mr. Héperr. Of course, they didn’t attempt to claim it. Until the 
time Mr. Ford produced these documents here we had no knowledge 
that the matter had been called to their attention because the inference 
was certainly left with this committee when the Army appeared 
here—in fact, the word “approved” was used with reference to Mr. 
Ford, which obviously was not the case. In fairness to General 
Palmer at the time, he did say it was an unfortunate use of the word 
“approval” on the part of Mr. Ford. 

However, the inference was definitely there that it had been ap- 
proved and the committee itself was concerned, and Mr. Ford was 
concerned, too, that they overridden the Congress’ conference report. 

Mr. Hess. I think it is quite evident from Mr. Ford’s testimony here 
now and the testimony given at the hearing in April, that every at- 
tempt was made by the Department of the Army to by-pass the com- 
mittee and not to consult with them because they were so determined 
to continue this operation in some form or other, and they contacted 
Mr. Ford and he in turn contacted the members of his committee and 
they failed to contact us, and I think it is very evident that they did it 
deliberately so that they could carry on their operations, again. 

Mr. Courtney. What was the date of the contract? 

Mr. Foao. November 18, 1953. 

Mr. Forp. I would not want to deny that I told them as far as I 
was concerned, and I guess speaking for our subcommittee that I said 
the program appeared to be within the spirit of the conference report. 
To deny that I gave them that approval would be unfair, but I think it 
should be pointed out I was only speaking for myself and our 
subcommittee. 
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Mr. Hénerr. I think you made this abundantly clear. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, plus the fact that whatever discussions oc- 
curred, if 1 may suggest, Mr. Chairman, were on the representations 
of fact by the Department of the Army. In other words, this was a 
contact which occurred and discussion which occurred projecting an 
operation for a future time. 

Actually, what the—if I may suggest the language of the bill and 
the conference report related to two things: (1) that the RFC should 
no longer participate; and (2) that there should be no duplication of 
existing commercial facilities. Now, that representation was made 
clearly, not only from Mr. Ford’s recollection, but the written record, 
and indicates what was in his mind: that there would not be 
duplication. 

May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that when this matter was again 
brought to the attention of the subcommittee, the issue was dupli- 
cation of existing commercial facilities. 

At our last meeting we didn’t get into a discussion of the posture 
the thing took, at the time. 

For one reason there is apparently—and I would have to rule legally 
for what my opinion would be worth—that there was no question about 
the legal authority, upon whatever tenuous grounds, for the Army 
to enter into this contract, by anyone, Mr. Ford or anyone else, as 
the bill and the conference report were presented. 

Mr. Hererr. However, I do think, Mr. Courtney, and members of 
the committee, that while the Army was on legal footing, the mere 
fact that it attempted to contact Mr. Ford showed some doubt in 
their mind about what they were doing and wanted to get some type 
of approval and at the same time, I am persuaded, deliberately en- 
deavored in bad faith to by-pass this committee because there was 
known opposition to the program. 

Mr. Hess. | think, Mr. Chairman, the probabilities are that had the 
Department of the Army consulted with us at that time, we would 
have probably given them the same approval that Mr. Ford gave 
them, if they would have gone ahead with an operation eliminating 
the RFC, and containing no duplication. I don’t think we would 
have had any objection to it at that time. 

Mr. Hésert. But certainly they would have to convince the com- 
mittee, Mr. Hess, that there was no duplication. 

Mr. Hess. Definitely. 

Mr. Hépert. Certainly there is evidence of bad faith on the part 
of the Army in not following through to contact this committee. In 
view of the fact that on two different occasions they did review the file 
and your letter was in that file. 

Mr. Hess. That is right. 

Mr. Heévert. Subsequent to the contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, at our last meeting, the meeting was 
recessed because the question will soon become moot, whatever the 
issue may be, since this contract, as I recall, expires in September or 
October 1956. 

We did not discuss at the time, and have not completed for the record, 
Mr. Fogo’s investigation of the actual operations under this contract, 
as to whether or not they did constitute duplication or whether or not 
in fact they were merely a continuation of what the committee objected 
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to in the first instance and what the appropriations committee did in 
rejecting this type of thing. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Fogo’s investigation would reveal whether it was 
a duplication or not. 

Mr. Courtney. It is quite clear no one here condones, either by word 
or by silence, the duplication of existing commercial facilities. That 
was clearly within Mr. Ford’s mind as it appears in his testimony, in 
the written record and as in the minds of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Heéserr. Mr. Fogo, are you prepared to give your report ? 

Mr. Fogo. Mr. Chairman, complaint first came to the subcommittee 
in 1953. I was one of two members of the staff assigned to the inves- 
tigation. That investigation included a visit to plants at Akron, Ohio, 
to see what was being accomplished in their indoor testing. During 
that visit it was learned that the companies had their outdoor tire- 
testing operations in Texas close by where the Government operation 
was at Camp Bullis. 

Mr. Courrnry. You are speaking of your investigation of commer- 
cial facilities ? 

Mr. Fogo. Yes,sir. That was in 1953. 

Our check on the three companies which ranked 1, 3 and 5 among 
the manufacturers, developed that the same type of testing was being 
done, in our opinion, by the commercial manufacturers as was being 
accomplished by the Government. 

Mr. Courtney. At Camp Bullis. 

Mr. Fogo. At Camp Bullis, Tex. 

It appears to me, Mr. Chairman, there is quite a play on words in the 
language used and it would take a very close definition of what they 
claim is not a duplication. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Fogo, so that we may be clear on the record, the 
investigation was completed and the report made and filed and is a 
part of the files of the subcommittee for the 83d Congress. 

Mr. Fogo. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Subsequent to that time, in 1955, a new complaint 
was received, is that correct ? 

Mr. Foco. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And you were then sent back to Camp Bullis to in- 
vestigate the actual operations carried on under the existing contract. 

Mr. Fogo. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Tell what you found—fix the time of your second 
review, and tell what you found in the way of duplications or repeti- 
tion of the former operation. 

Mr. Foco. November 10, 1955, a visit was again made to Camp 
Bullis, Tex. 

The operations there were the same as in what they were engaged, 
in 1953. 

Each time in our investigation and in subsequent discussion with 
the Army, they try to point out what is not included in the language 
when they say there is no duplication. They try to point out that they 
are testing tires of a type that are not tested by the commercial manu- 
facturer. They do not and have not at any time claimed that the same 
type of testing is not being done commercially. 

When the operation was conducted, primarily by RFC, with ord- 
nance participating, it was a case of just a continuous circle. RFC, 
at one of the RFC-operated rubber plants, was continuously experi- 
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menting with new types of polymers, and when those polymers were 
then developed, according to someone who was working on a research 
problem, a batch was made and sent to one of the commercial tire com- 
— who made a — number of tires from that particular 
yatch of polymer. Those tires then came back to Camp Bullis for 
testing. But in the actual testing operation, the type of terrain, the 
various tests they put them to in testing for heat, cuts, road wear, we 
could not find anything being done by ‘the Government that was not 
being accomplished by the commercial manufacturer. 

Mr. Héserr. That was the same condition as prevailed previously. 

Mr. Foao. Yes, sir. With a slightly lesser number of employees, 
but the chairman might be interested to know that the number of 
employees were greater than they pointed out in the program presented 
to Mr. Ford. 

The expenditures for the first 16 months of the first contract exe- 
cuted after they closed down, a 16-month period having been accom- 
plished by supplements to the first contract which was originally for 
12 months, the total expenditures were $547,024; an increase over what 
the Army, through Department of Ordnance, was contributing in the 
previous oper ation when it was conducted by RFC. 

Mr. Hénerr. Instead of cutting down they increased ? 

Mr. Foco. From the Army level, yes, sir. 

[ think, too, it is pertinent that in all the information we had at 
the time of our visit in 1953, it was pointed out in our report that we 
did not actually see a copy of the contract, it not being available at 
Camp Bullis, but we were advised by the representative of the Copoly- 
mer Corp. that it was operated on a cost-plus-5-percent basis. Our 
investigation of the operation in 1955 showed that the overhead on this 
job was 27.2 percent. For out of that total of $547,024 previously 
quoted, the contractor was paid $117,061. 

Mr. Courtney. The contractor in the second instance or at the pres- 
ent time, is not RFC, but is an organization with headquarters at Red- 
wood City, Calif. 

Mr. Foco, That is correct, sir. Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc., 
is the name of the firm holding the contract. 

The contract I spoke about was the first contract after the suspen- 
sion which by amendments extended for a period of 16 months and 
before that contract had expired, a second contract which was effective 
as of April 1, 1955, was executed, in the amount of $300,000, with a 
fixed fee of $18,000 and at the time of my visit had already been sup- 
plemented to the extent of $145,400, and $8,600 fixed fee, or a total of 
authorization of $472,000 at that time. 

It appeared while the percents were not available to check, that the 
overhead would run maybe 2 percent less than was actually found 
on the first contract, or the percent of 27.2 

Mr. Courrnry. You went to the contractor’s offices and examined 
their books at Redwood City, Calif. ? 

oo Foco. No, sir. I examined the figures at the job at Camp 
Bullis. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the contractor’s figures. 

Mr. Foco. The contractor’s figures, yes, sir, and I also examined 
those figures at the district office in Oakland, Calif., and the office of 
Army Audit located in Oakland, Calif. My visit to the home office 
of Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc., at Redwood City, November 29, 
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1955, was an endeavor to ascertain what they were actually performing 
for the total dollar value of $79,000 which had been allowed as part of 
their administrative and general overhead expense. 

As I testified previously, after asking the question several times, 
their vice president finally said, “Mr. Fogo, I think I know what you 
are trying to establish, what we are actually doing here, in con- 
nection with the Camp Bullis job, and the answer is nothing.” 

Mr. Hésert. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Rivers. This is all from research and development funds, Mr. 
Ford? 

Mr. Forp. This operation would be financed by R. and D. funds in 
the Army appropriation. 

Mr. Rivers. That is an annual appropriation and needs no legisla- 
tion to authorize it? 

Mr. Foro. They have authority under the R. and D. appropriation 
to expend funds which are unobligated at the end of one year, the 
following year. In other words, they are no-year funds. The funds 
do not expire at the end of a fiscal year. 

Mr. Rivers. I mean they have a lot of latitude and discretion in 
expending this? 

Mr. Forp. The way it is handled, is this: They ask for a certain 
amount. I think the fiscal 1956 figure was 300 and 35 or 40 million 
dollars. It is a lump sum appropriation. They justify the funds not 
in every detail because they have thousands of contracts. We get a 
general briefing and an illustration of their larger contracts for 
kK. and D., which we pass judgment on. We don’t go into the details 
of every contract. 

Mr. me Don’t you have some requirement in your great com- 
mittee to keep track on various categories of expenditures ? 

Mr. Forp. We have a staff—I presume they are somewhat com- 
parable to yours—that goes out and does certain investigations in 
certain areas. We have had in the last 3 or 4 years, 15 or 20 such 
investigations. They do not go in and check and double check every 
contract in R. and D., or in procurement and production. 

Mr. Rivers. I thought you had an overall directive to require them 
to keep your committee informed on anything which you would 
want—for instance, if you would want information of any subject, 
you would have it filed if you cared to look at it. 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

Mr. Foco. Mr. Chairman, I think it is pertinent to add, since we 
didn’t get to it on our previous hearing, it was found on this visit to 
the San Francisco Ordnance District that this same contractor— 
Wetmore Hodges & Associates, Inc., also have another contract which 
they are performing at Redwood City, Calif., in spite of all the presen- 
tations made that the only satisfactory place the Army has to test tires 
is Camp Bullis. This contract is for the development of test rigs, 
and the test and evaluation of tires and vehicle rubber components. 
They are the inventors of some type of truck upon which to test tires. 
At the time of my visit, all you could see was four long iron channels 
which hadn’t been tightly fastened together. They had rented a build- 
ing in which to perform this work. My visit was late in November and 
when we asked for the amount expended on that contract the Army 
gave us the figure “Expended through November 30, 1955, $67,484.12.” 
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That was on a contract which originally was executed for $212,300, 
plus a fixed fee of $12,700. That is in addition to Camp Bullis, which 
has been the main discussion. 

Mr. Forp. I think it would be fair to say that our Army panel on 
appropriations felt that they followed through on their contacts with 
us and that we assumed they would do the same with this subcommittee. 
Asa result we haven’t gone any further into the matter beyond what is 
indicated by the records. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Cunningham 

Mr. Cunnineuam. As a question of information, if my memory 
serves me correctly the only purpose in asking Mr. Ford to come here 
was because a witness from the Ordnance or Defense Department indi- 
cated he had been given some authority by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan, Mr. Ford. 

If that is the issue, it seems that this not only refutes the previous 
witness 

Mr. Héperr. It also puts the Army in the position of being in abso- 
lute bad faith with this committee and deliberately and obviously by 
design, by proceeding to accomplish what it set out to accomplish in 
spite of this committee. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And did it not also cast a reflection on the gentle- 
man from Michigan, which is not true? 

Mr. Héserr. The inference was that the gentleman from Michigan 
had given an approval which in fact he hadn’t and the gentleman from 
Michigan has very clearly indicated in detail exactly what he did and 
what his attitude was and also his attitude at all times was one which 
took full cognizance of the attitude of this committee, and specifically 
told the Army to contact this committee. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And refutes the testimony we received before. 

Mr. Rivers. I didn’t hear that testimony. Was that substantially 
right, Mr. Ford ? 

Mr. Forp. I believe you have before you copies of pertinent corre- 
spondence. In summary, it is this: After this meeting of October 21 
in my office at home, I wrote to Mr. Hess, Mr. Miller, and Mr. Sikes, 
the latter two members of the Army panel on appropriations, indicat- 
ing that I had this conference enclosing a copy of the Army’s proposal. 

Subsequently on November 12, Mr. Hess wrote me a letter clearly 
setting forth the attitude of this subcommittee. 

On November 25, I wrote again to Mr. Hess, and a copy of that 
correspondence is before you, and then on November 25, again, I wrote 
to Mr. Michaels, the clerk of our Army panel on appropriations, indi- 
cating that he should get in touch with the Army, urging them to in 
turn get in touch with this committee, and penciled notations on this 
original letter indicate that several officers in the Army reviewed our 
Army panel file on certain dates and as I indicated, our panel felt 
that they had cleared everything with us and we assumed they in turn 
would contact this subcommittee. 

Mr. Rivers. So in fact they never had any green light from you as 
the then subcommittee chairman to proceed at all. You referred them 
through your proper channels, to contact Mr. Hess or this committee 
here. 

Mr. Forp. I think a little different interpretation might be placed 
on what I said and what our panel did. I cleared them myself, as 
far as our panel was concerned and I so notified the other members of 
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our panel, that as long as they were performing nonduplicatory test- 
ing and as long as RFC was wiped out, that was O. K. with our panel. 
But I urged them and in fact did more than urge them to contact this 
committee, so there would be no misunderstanding. 

Mr. Héserr. As a matter of fact and procedure they didn’t have to 
go to you or come to us, if they were following instructions. 

Mr. Forp. I presume by law they would not have had to go to either 
of us. 

Mr. Heépert. But it revolves around the fact that they did violate 
the instructions, as reflected by the investigation of Mr. Fogo. 

Mr. Courtney. They not only violated the instructions, but may I 
also suggest they violated the confidence of the Subcommittee on Ap- 
propriations which specifically requested that the Department of the 
Army take the matter up currently with this subcommittee. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Courtnry. Not only was it first discussed by Mr. Ford in his 
first interview in his letter to the committee, but it appears as late as 
February, 3 months later, the matter was again brought to the atten- 
tion of the Department of the Army by the clerk of the Appropriations 
Committee, so that over a period of 5 months, there was certainly 
notice to the Department of the Army of the interest of the subcom- 
mittee both on the record and by the expressed request of Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, I don’t like to ask questions when I come 
in late because the ground might have been covered. 

I thought I understood the situation until I read the letter dated 
November 25. What is the difference between the statement which was 
made by the Army representatives and his, in that letter, “I told him 
as far as we were concerned, the new setup seemed O. K.”? 

Mr. Forp. My interpretation of what I mean by that, is this: They 
presented to me this proposed plan which would be in place of what 
had previously been in the contract. It appeared to me that it was 
not going to duplicate commercial testing facilities, and RFC would 
not be init. Therefore, I said as far as I was concerned, and speaking 
for our Army panel, they could go ahead. 

Mr. Bares. The plan they instituted is the same as the one they 
showed you? 

Mr. Forv. To be honest with you, we have not further checked the 
matter, as far as I know. 

Mr. Bates. Then there is no inconsistency between what the Army 
told this committee and what you are now saying. 

Mr. Forp. If they carried through with the plan they submitted to 
us, or submitted to me. 

Mr. Batrs. Which throws an entirely different light on the matter. 

I was of the opinion here a few moments ago that Mr. Ford had not 
contacted the Army, that he had not cleared the matter with them. 

Mr. Hésert. No, there is nothing in the record to indicate that. Mr. 
Ford very clearly stated that, introducing the letters into the record. 

Mr. Bates. I fail to get the difference between what the Army stated 
when they were before the committee and what Mr. Ford is now ad- 
mitting. What is the difference ? 

Mr. Forp. I can’t recall precisely what the testimony is in the record 
on that point. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Can we have what the witness said in the record, 
that brought this about ? 
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Mr. Héverr. I think General Palmer stated he received Mr. Ford’s 
approval, 

Mr. Hess. Here is the wording of General Palmer in his statement: 

This minimum program was placed before the chairman of the subcommittee 


of the House Appropriations Committee in October 1953, in Grand Rapids, Mich. 


My files indicate that approval was given to the Army to continue this military 
tire-testing program. 


Mr. Rivers. To continue it? 


Mr. Courtney. There is a vast difference between a new program 
not duplicating the program that was condemned, and continuing the 
old program which was condemned. 

Mr. Bares. That is the reason I asked the question. Is the approval 


which Mr. Ford and his panel granted on the same program that was 
finally instituted ? 


Mr. Courtney. No. 

Mr. Bares. Or did they go ahead and continue the old program, 
somewhat modified. 

Mr. Courtney. The finding of the subcommittee by the same man 
who made the first investigation, was that the same operations were 
being repeated. 

What was represented to Mr. Ford was a nonduplicating program 
and his assent was limited to that, because he was following not only 
the letter of the law but the spirit of this committee’s recommendations 
and of the language in the conference report. 

Mr, Bares. Then you agree with that, Mr. Ford, that the program 
which they indicated to you was different than the one which they 
really instituted ? 

Mr. Forp. There is no doubt about it in my mind. The presenta- 
tion which was submitted to me clearly showed that RFC was not 
going to be in the picture and that the project or program would be 
nonduplicatory of commercial tire testing. On the basis of those 
assurances I spoke for our Army panel and said it conformed to the 
conference report. 

The problem I think revolves around this: It couldn’t appear to 
me that the Army carried out the suggestions I made to them to 
contact this subcommittee subsequently. 

Mr. Courtney. Which were concurrent with the discussions had 
with you. 

Mr. Rivers. If they had any duplication, that violated the agree- 
ment you understood with them ¢ 

Mr. Forp. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. And if they didn’t take it up with this committee, they 
didn’t carry out what you thought they were going to carry out? 

Mr. Forp. They didn’t carry out what I suggested they carry out. 

Mr. Rrvers. So there are two avenues, or areas, where they didn’t 
keep faith with you, as far as that aspect of it is concerned. If 
there were duplication, and since they obviously didn’t contact this 
committee. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Rivers, if I may, let me read here from Mr. Ford’s 
letter to Mr. Michaels on November 25 in which he said in the last 
paragraph: “The Army probably should have contacted the Hess 
committee, also, and if they haven’t done so, they should do so 
immediately.” 

Mr. Rivers. I read that in the letter. 











TIRE-TESTING PROGRAM AT CAMP BULLIS, TEX. 3005 


Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, that letter was addressed to Mr. Mi- 
chaels and Mr. Ford made the suggestion to have him get in touch 
with Colonel Betts. Did Mr. Michaels do that ? 

Mr. Heézert. The testimony before you came in, Mr. Bates, indi- 
cates he did all of that. 

Mr. Forp. There is the original of the letter I sent to Mr. Michaels, 
who was clerk of our Army panel, and there are penciled notations on 
this letter, I presume written by Mr. Michaels. One of them reads as 
follows: “Colonel Betts reviewed file 12-7”—I presume 12-7-53—“to 
call reappointment with Hess and Courtney.” 

Another one says, “Colonel Mansfield for Betts, 1-13.” It doesn’t 
indicate what further contact was made. 

A subsequent notation on this original letter says, “Lt. Colonel 
Dwight reviewed file January 14”—I presume January 14, 1954. 

Mr. Bares. That is enough. 

I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héperr. Do you want any more of the testimony repeated, Mr. 
Bates? 

Mr. Bares. I just wanted to make sure you are getting at the root 
of this matter. 

Mr. Hézert. We were at the root of the matter before you arrived. 

Mr. Bares. I am certain of that, Mr. Chairman. I just like to 
double check. As you mentioned yesterday, even the wisest man of 
all made a mistake. 

Mr. Hésertr. Thank you very much, Mr. Ford. We appreciate 


your coming before us and giving us the benefit of your experience 
in this matter. 


The committee will stand in recess. :' 
(Whereupon, at 11: 10 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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APPENDIx B 
MIL—T-—12459 (Ord) 
Amendment 1 
21 September 1953 
MILITARY SPECIFICATION 


TIRES, PNEUMATIC: FOR MILITARY GROUND VEHICLES 


The following changes shall be made in Military Specification MIL—T—12459 
(Ord), 29 January 1953: 

Page 1, paragraph 1.2.2. Delete ‘“09899-X”, and substitute “0S988—X”’ 
therefor. 

Page 3, paragraph 3.3.2.4. Delete the last sentence. 

Page 4, paragraph 3.4.5 Delete in its entirety. 

Page 6, paragraph 4.1.1.1. Delete and substitute: 

4.1.1.1 Hatension of qualification.—Qualification of a sample of a given 
class, size and type submitted by any manufacturer may serve to qualify 
other classes, sizes and types of similar constructions of the same manufac- 
turer. Extension of qualification shall apply as follows: 

a. When the 7.00—-16, 6 PR, Class CC tire has been qualified, the 6.00—16, 
6 PR, class MS tire will also be considered as qualified : 
b. When the 7.50—20, 8 PR, class MS tire has been qualified, the 7.00—20, 
8 PR, class MS tire will also be considered as qualified. 
ec. When the 9.00-20, 10 PR, class MS tire has been qualified, the 
8.25-20, 10 PR, class MS tire will also be considered as qualified. 
d. When the 11.00-20, 12 PR, class CC tire has been qualified, the fol- 
lowing sizes will also be considered as qualified : 
10.00-20, 12 PR, class MS 10.50-18, 10 PR, class CC 
10.00-22, 12 PR, class MS 11.00-18, 10 PR, class MD 
Page 9, paragraph 4.3.1. Add as final sentences: 

In the event that one tire of the first four tires applied during the road- 
service test fails to operate satisfactorily in accordance with 3.7.2, the fifth 
tire shall be applied and the test continued to the required mileage. 
Should a second tire then fail the test shall be discontinued, and the sample 
shall be considered as having failed to meet the requirements of the specifi- 
cation. 

Page 9, paragraph 4.3.1.1. Delete and substitute: 

4.3.1.1 Retest of later samples.—Should the first sample of a particular 
class, size and type of tire fail to pass the qualification tests of 4.3.1 as 
changed herein, the manufacturer may submit for retest an additional sample 
of the same tire, subject to the approval of the procuring agency, and after 
he has submitted satisfactory evidence that any deficiencies shown by the 
first (original) sample have been corrected. Each later sample shall pass 
the tests required for the first (original) sample, except that if any tire of 
the later sample fails to operate satisfactorily in accordance with 3.7.2 during 
the road-service test, the retest shall be discontinued, and the later 
sample will be considered as having failed to meet the requirements of the 
specification. 


TABLE VII.—Tire sizes, vehicles, and mileages for road-service test 


Tire description Vehicle | Road operation, miles 


ment country! 





§.00-16__---| | MS 
7.00-16 | j CC 
9.00-16__- 8 | MS 
7.50-20....-| MS 
9.00-20...-- 8}; CC 
9.00-20__- i MS 
11 00-20... 2 CC 

2} CC 


Truck, 4-ton, 4 x 4, M38 12, 000 
Truck, 74-ton, 4x4, M3SAl1 12, 000 
Truck, %4-ton, 4 x 4, M37 12, 000 
Truck, 2%-ton, 6 x 6, M34 or M35 6, 000 
Truck, 2h -ton, 6 x 6, M34 : 6, 000 
Truck, 2%-ton, 6 x 6, M34 6, 000 
Truck, 3 ston, 6x 6, M34...- 6,000 | 
Truck, 5-ton, 6 x 6, M41-_- 6, 000 


} 
hry iravel . J 
Size tie | Cle : Nomenclature pave- Cross | Total 
| 
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Page 12, paragraph 4.5.4. Delete and substitute: 
4.5.4 Road-service test—Four of the sample tires to be given the qualifica- 
tion or quality control test (see 4.1.1 or 4.1.2) shall be subjected to a road- 
service test as specified in 4.5.4.1 through 4.5.4.5 for the distances and as 
mounted on the vehicles shown in table VII. Should any one of these samples 
fail during such test because of cuts, punctures, or other accidental road 
hazards it may be replaced with the fifth tire, and the tire removed shall not ‘ 
be considered as having failed. At the completion of the specified vehicle ; 
mileage, each tire shall be cut down and examined to determine compliance 
with 3.7.2 as modified herein. 
4.5.4.1 Vehicle mileage.—The road test shall consist of operation of tire 
sizes on standard Ordnance trucks, and for the mileages, as shown in table 
VII. 
4.5.4.2 Test routes—The operation called for in table VII will be per- 
formed, unless otherwise specified, with tires mounted on vehicles of the 
Government Tire Test Fleet, at or near Camp Bullis, San Antonio, Texas. 
The test routes shall consist of and shall be performed in the following order : 

a. Gravel-pavement route: Of approximately 8 percent gravel and 92 
percent pavement. 

b. Cross-country route: Of approximately 15 percent off-road, 15 per- 
cent gravel and 70 percent pavement. 

45.43 Mounting positions.—During the road-service test, the tires listed 
in table VII shall be mounted as follows: 

a. Sizes 6.00—-16, 7.00-16 and 9.00-16: To be applied to all four wheels 
of the test vehicle, and rotated daily in a figure-8 fashion around the 
vehicle. 

b. Sizes 7.50-20, 9.00-20, 8 or 10 PR: To be applied in dual on bogie 
(center and rear) wheels, and rotated in figure-8 fashion around the 
bogie, with inside and outside tires retained in the same relative location 
throughout the test. (The eight tires required will represent four each 
from two manufacturers.) 

ec. Sizes 11.00-20 and 14.00-20: To be applied in single on bogie (center 
and rear) wheels, and rotated daily in a figure-8 fashion around the bogie. 

4.5.4.4 Loads and pressures.—The tires shall be tested in accordance with 
table VIII, with tires loaded and inflated as shown therein. 

4.5.4.5 Operating speeds.—The test vehicles shall be operated at the 
following speeds : 
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Test condition MPH 
og Se COTE REETE TS SRA RE EECA > CAA ER ESCM eee Le cee a Senne 45 
i belies Ws Songs) Se PSS Ie te PATEL Pees ey Os SPARE toe aes) eee 30 
I i Ee lege meteor ccmbentcns 10 

Tastx VIII.—Vehicle payloads, tire loads, and inflation pressures for road- 
service test 
| : 
Gravel-pavement operation Cross-country operation 
, | Ply | pow 
Tire size rang Position vee , Porewnt > Vehicle Tire Percent —_— 
| oY ‘load, Ib. —_ press., Pa load, Ib. ss press., 
| " | psi on psi 
| | | | 
| | | } 
6.00-16_..__- | 6 | Front____. | 2800) 737 | 2 30 800 737 82 30 
BS SERS 975 | 108 30 |... 975 108 30 
7.00-16......| 6] Front__..-| 1,200 710 | 70 25 800 683 67 25 
| | Rear__.._- aa ye $5 |........1 2,088 102 25 
9.00-16......| 8 | Front.....| 2,250| 1,780| 100 30 | 1,500| 1,780| 100 30 
| Reer-...--|........ 2,250} 126 A yebae | 1,780 100 30 
7.50-20......| 8] Bogie..._-| 10,000 | 2,030 | 85 60 | 5,000 | 1,460 62 60 
9.00-20_____- | 81 Bogie. ___- 10,000 | 2,030 73 45 | 5,000| 1,460 53 45 
9.00-20......| 10 | Bogie.....|412,000 | 2, 250 65 65 | 5,000| 1,460 42 65 
11.00-20_....| 12] Bogie___-- 10,000 | 4,060 92 70 | 5,000 | 2,920 97 35 
14.00-20. —_ 12 | Bogie._.._| 15,000 | 6,300 | 115 45 | 10,000 | 5, 138 94 45 








1 Values in vehicle-payload columns represent total payloads for the applicable test vehicles, as used 
in determining the tire loads shown. 

? Based upon the maximum tire load recommended by The Tire and Rim Association, Inc. 

3 The 890-pound payload is intended to simulate loading of WW II \4-ton, 4 x 4, truck. 

4 The 12,000-pound payload is intended to simulate loading of W W LI 4-ton, 6 x 6, truck. 
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MIL—T-12459 (Ord) 
29 January 1953 
MILITARY SPECIFICATION 


TIRES, PNEUMATIC; FOR MILITARY GROUND VEHICLES 

1. Score 

11 Scope.—This specification covers one type of pneumatic tires for mount- 
ing on ground vehicles (see 6.1). 

1.2 Classification 

1.21 Classes.—Pneumatic tires covered by this specification shall be of the 
following classes, as specified (see 6.2) : 

Class MS—Mud-snow tread. 
Class CC—Cross-country tread. 
Class MD—Desert tread. 

1.2.2 Sizes and ply ratings.—The tires shall be of the sizes and ply ratings 
listed in Drawing 09899-X, sheets 1 and 3. 

2. APPLICABLE SPECIFICATIONS, STANDARDS, DRAWINGS, AND PUBLICATIONS 

2.1 The following specifications, standards, and drawings of the issue in effect 
on date of invitation for bids, form a part of this specification : 

SPECIFICATIONS 
FEDERAL 
ZZ—R-601—Rubber Goods; General Specifications (Methods of 
Physical Tests and Chemical Analyses) 
ZZ-T-721—Tubes; Inner, Pneumatic, for Tires (Automobiles, 
Trucks, Motorcycles, and Other Ground Vehicles). 
MILITARY 
JAN-P-4—Packing for Overseas Shipment; Tires, Tubes and Flaps 
for Vehicles 
STANDARDS 
MILITARY 
MIL-STD-105—Sampling Procedures and Tables for Inspection by 
Attributes 
MIL-STD-129—Marking of Shipments 
DRAWINGS 
Army (Ordnance) 
08988-X, Sheet 1.—Tire Design, Approved Mud and Snow Type. 
OS8988-X, Sheet 3.—Tire Design, Approved Military Desert-, and Cross- 
Country Type. 

(Copies of specifications, standards and drawings required by contractors in 
connection with specific procurement functions should be obtained from the pro- 
curement agency or as directed by the contracting officer.) 

2.2 Other publication—The following publication, of the issue in effect on 
date of invitation for bids, unless otherwise stated, forms a part of this 
specification : 

THE TIRE AND RIM ASSOCIATION, INC. 
T. & R. Assn. Year Book, with Military Supplement. 

(Applications for copies of the T. & R. Assn. Year Book with Military Supple- 
ment should be addressed to The Tire and Rim Association, Inc., 2001 First Na- 
tional Tower, Akron 8, Ohio.) 

38. REQUIREMENTS 

3.1 Qualification.—The pneumatic tires furnished under this specification shall 
be products which have been tested and have passed the qualification tests speci- 
fied in 4.3.1. (See 6.3.) 

3.2 Compound rubber.—The compound for tires shall consist of natural rub- 
ber, synthetic rubber, or of a suitable combination, and have a synthetic rubber 
content as shown in table I. For other tires on Drawing 08988—X, sheets 1 and 3 
(but not listed in table I), the synthetic rubber content shall be as required by 
current Government regulations. The table I requirements shall be subject to 
the following exceptions: 

3.2.1 GR-S distribution.—The total GR-S synthetic rubber may be distributed 
page all tires (table I or other sizes) manufactured under a particular contract 
or order. 

3.2.2 Make-up tires.—For tires of any given size listed in table I, the contractor 
may include in the lot not more than 5 percent tires of the same size, but con- 
forming to contractor’s standard commercial construction. 

3.2.3 Change in synthetic—For a lot of tires for which table I calls for a 
minimum: of 97.5 or 87.0 percent total GR-S synthetic rubber, on contracts or 
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orders covering 2,000 or less tires of a given size, and requiring delivery at the 
rate of 500 tires or less per month of a given size, the contractor may furnish such 
tires with a total GR-S synthetic content of not less than 68.0 percent. 

3.3 Design details—The tires and all component parts when installed on 
ground vehicles of the U. S. Armed Forces shall be capable of being readily 
serviced and replaced under various field conditions. Each tire shall be of 
a form adapted to inclose an inner tube containing air under pressure and con- 
forming to the applicable requirements of Specification ZZ—T-721. 

3.3.1 Dimensions.—Tires shall be of the dimensions shown in Drawing 
OS988—-X, sheets 1 and 3, as applicable, and as determined in accordance with 


3.3.2. Carcass plies.—The carcass for tires shall consist of plies of rubberized 


fabric, and shall conform to 3.3.2.1 through 3. 3.2.4, as applicable. 
$3.2. Cord material.—Cord shall be of material suitable for the intended 
purpose. Cotton or rayon cord may be used, at the option of the manufacturer, 


~ 


for light truck tires (15- and 16-inch rim diameter) and for size 7.50 and 
smaller truck tires. Rayon cord shall be used for size 8.25 and larger truck 
tires. 

3.3.2.2 Full and cap plies—When cotton or 1,100/2 rayon cord is furnished 
in the carcass of tires, the number of plies shall be the “standard” as shown 
in table II. At the option of the contractor, the number of plies may be less 
than standard, as indicated in the same table, provided that the cord used 
shall be 2,200/2 or (1,100/2/2) or 1,650/2 (or 1,100/3) rayon. In addition to 
the number of full plies specified for both standard and less than standard 
number of plies, extra cap plies shall be used as indicated in the table, and 
the tires shall be marked as specified in 3.4.8. These cap plies may be made 
with cotton, rayon, or nylon cord. 

3.3.2.3 Breaker strips.—Not less than two breaker strips, of cotton, rayon, 
or nylon cord, shall be furnished on size 7.00 tires (except for 15- and 16-inch 
drop-center or semi-drop-center rims), on size 7.50—-16 tires, and on all larger 
sizes. The strips shall be suitable for improving impact resistance of the tires. 

3.3.2.4 Reinforced construction.—Class MS tires of 6.00—-16 size, 6-ply rating, 
and of 9.00—-16 size, 8-ply rating, and class CC tires of all sizes except 16.00—25, 
shall be furnished with sidewall cover compound not less than 0.125 inch in thick- 
ness; and their inner surface shall have an additional layer (ply coat) of 
earcass compound not less than 0.030 inch in thickness, extending from bead to 
bead, and to within 114 inches of each bead toe. The tires with this reinforced 
construction shall be identified in accordance with 3.4.5. 

3.3.3. Tread.—The tread for all tires shall be of nondirectional design, as 
shown in Drawing OS988—X, sheets 1 and 8. 

3.3. Sidewall.—The sidewalls shall be of thickness called for in 3.3.2.4, as 
applicable, and shall be designed to protect the carcass against moisture, weather- 
ing, abrasion or other injury. 

3.3.5 Bead construction—The beads shall be of such construction as to 
anchor the tire firmly to the rim without slippage under normal operating con- 
ditions, and of such design as to fit standard rims currently shown in the 
Year Book (see 2.2) and also to fit earlier standard rims still in service in large 
numbers. 

3.3.6 Type of flaps.—Unless otherwise specified herein, a flap of the correct 
size shall be furnished in each tire. The flap shall be of the endless type, of 
sufficient width, formed to approximate the contour of the tire beads, and to fit 
the tire without buckling or wrinkling. Flaps will not be required for tires 
mounted on drop-center or on semi-drop-center rims, but a flap shall be furnished 
with each class MS, 9.00-16 size, 8 ply rating tire. 

3.4 Tire markings.—The individual contracting manufacturer’s name or trade- 
mark, the nominal size (including number of plies or ply rating), and an identi- 
fication or serial number shall be branded on each tire under the contract or 
order. In addition, tires shall be identified in accordance with the following, 
as applicable: 

3.4.1 Compound (special synthetic). —To identify tires furnished with special 
synthetic-rubber compound (see 3.2), the capital letter “S”, not less than %4 
inch high, shall be marked on the serial side and near the serial. 

3.4.2 Cord material.—Tires with cord other than cotton or rayon shall be 
identified as specified (see 6.2). Letters or symbols shall be % inch high, placed 
on the serial side only, near the size marking (see 3.4), and may be included as a 

suflix to the word “Military” when shown in accordance with 3.4.6. 
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3.4.3 Reduced plies—When tires of less than standard number of plies are 
furnished, in accordance with table II, each such tire shall be marked with the 
word “RATING” in capital letters not less than 542 inch high, placed adjacent to 
the standard-ply marking. 

3.4.4 Controlled bead.—Each tire furnished with controlled-bead dimensions, 
as specified in Drawing O8988—X, sheets 1 and 3, shall be identified by the capital 
letters “BL”, 44 inch high, placed in a permanent manner on the serial side be- 
tween the size marking and the flange top. 

3.4.5 Reinforced construction.—Each tire furnished with reinforced construc- 
tion, as specified in 3.3.2.4, shall be identified by the capital letter ““X”, placed 
immediately following and forming part of the “BL” marking called for in 
3.4.4. 

3.46 Design type—To identify their special construction, the tires shall be 
permanently marked with the word “MILITARY” in capital letters 4% inch high. 
These letters shall be depressed into or embossed on the sidewall, on the serial 
side, under or near the size marking. 

3.4.7 Balance.—All 6.00-16, 7.00—-16, and 9.00-16 size tires shall be marked on 
the serial side with a red mark of not less than 44 inch size, to indicate the light- 
weight point of the tire. 

3.4.8. Date of manufacture.—Unless otherwise specified, the year of manu- 
facture shall be branded or permanently shown on the serial side of each tire, 
near the serial number, and of a size comparable thereto. The “year” marking 
will not be required under contracts or orders for less than 500 tires of any class, 
type and size. 

3.5 Age of tires—-The tires furnished under this specification shall not be 
more than 6 months old on the date of shipment by the manufacturer. 

3.6 Physical properties. 

3.6.1 Breaking energy.—The tires shall meet the breaking energy require- 
ments of table III, when tested as specified in 4.5.1. For sizes not listed in the 
table, the requirements (values) shall be not less than those shown for the 
nearest smaller size tires. 

3.6.2. Tensile strength.—Tensile strength of tire treads shall be not less than 
1,700 pounds per square inch; and of sidewalls, not less than 900 pounds per 
square inch. (See 4.5.2.) 

3.6.3 Ultimate elongation.—Ultimate elongation of tire treads shall not be less 
than 400 percent (2 to 10 inches) ; and of sidewalls, not less than 300 percent (2 to 
8 inches). (See 4.5.2. 

3.7 Performance characteristics. 

3.7.1 Indoor endurance mileage.—When subjected to the endurance test (see 
4.5.3), the tires shall operate satisfactorily without showing evidence: 

a. Of broken cords. 

b. Of tread, ply, cord, or bead separation. 

e. Of cracking in tread or sidewalls sufficient to expose the fabric. 
3.7.2 Road service mileage—When subjected to the road service test (see 
4.5.4), the tires shall operate satisfactorily without showing evidence of any of 
the defects listed in 3.7.1. 

3.7.3 Extreme temperature ability.—The tires and all component parts shall 
be designed to have the inherent capability of acceptable performance and of 
safe storage and transportation within an air temperature range extending from 
125°F to —40° F., under the following conditions: 

3.7.3.1 Upper limit.—At the upper limit (125° F.) with a minimum exposure 
of 4 hours, under full impact of solar radiation, 360 British thermal units per 
square foot per hour. 

3.7.3.2 Lower limit.—At the lower limit (—40° F.), with a minimum exposure 
of 3 days without benefit of solar radiation. 

3.8 Balance limits.—The tire assemblies (and tires only) of sizes shown in 
table IV shall meet the requirements of static unbalance shown in that table. 

3.8.1 Production control.—Tires of sizes 6.00—-16, 7.00—16, 7.50—-16, and 9.00-16 
(in table IV) shall be balanced as a part of production. Not less than 10 percent 
of other tires shown in the table shall be checked for balance as a control on 
production. 

3.8.2 Corrective methods.—Unbalance of tires beyond the limits specified in 
table IV may be corrected with balance paint, cement, or patch permanently 
affixed to the inside of the tire. The balance paint or cement shall not adhere to 
the inner tube. Any patches used shall not chafe the inner tubes. 

3.9 Quality levels—All tires shall be of quality level recognized in the trade 
as at least first line, first-grade, 100 level, and shall be of no lower quality than 
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tires normally furnished in representative quantities by original equipment tire 
manufacturers as standard original equipment for passenger cars, trucks, and 
other ground vehicles. Variation in this quality caused solely by the use of 
special synthetic rubber (see 3.2) will be permitted, subject to the approval of 
the procuring agency. 

3.10 Workmanship.—The tires shall show no evidence of poor workmanship, 
and shall be free of defects (see 4.2.3) which may impair their serviceability. 

4. SAMPLING, INSPECTION AND TEST PROCEDURES 

4.1 Sampling. 

41.1 Qualification—For qualification, the manufacturer shall submit a sample 
of eight tires of each class, size and type of tires which he may desire to qualify: 
three of these tires shall be submitted for use in measurement and laboratory 
tests, and the other five for road service test. The five tires for road test will 
not be submitted or tested until laboratory tests and measurements have been 
successfully completed. These eight tires shall be forwarded to locations des- 
ignated by the procuring agency. 

4.1.1.1 Group qualification.—At the option of the qualifying agency (see 6.3), 
qualification of a sample of a given class, size and type may serve to qualify other 
classes, sizes and types of similar constructions. 

4.1.2 Quality control_—For quality control the Government inspector shall 
select an initial sample of eight tires at random at or near the start of produc- 
tion under each contract or order of the class, type and size as directed by the 
procuring agency. Three tires of this sample shall be selected for measurement 
and laboratory testing, and the other five for the road service test. The five 
tires for road service test will not be selected or tested until measurements and 
laboratory tests have been successfully completed. These eight tires shall be 
forwarded to locations designated by the procuring agency. Subsequent samples 
of eight tires each will be selected for quality control testing at later stages of 
production, as directed by the procuring agency, but not more than two samples 
in any month during the life of the contract. In addition a retest sample shall 
be submitted by the contractor, when required, for check and test as specified 
in 4.3.2.2. 

41.3 Lot acceptance.—For lot acceptance the Government inspector shall se- 
lect representative tires from each sampling lot in accordance with Standard 
MIL-STD-105. A sampling lot shall consist of any one class, type and size of 
tires submitted for acceptance by one manufacturer at one time and which is 
accepted or rejected as a whole. 

4.2 Inspection. 

4.2.1 Lot acceptance.—The samples selected as specified in 4.1.3 shall be sub- 
ject to visual inspection for form, component parts, dimensions, marking, balance, 
workmanship and preparation for shipment, to determine compliance with ap- 
plicable provisions of this specification. Unless otherwise specified the visual 
inspection shall be conducted at the place of manufacture. 

4.22 Quality levels.—The acceptable quality levels (AQLs) shall be taken as 
1.0 percent for major defects, 2.5 percent for minor defects and 4.0 percent for 
incidental defects. 

42.3 Classification of defects—The samples inspected in accordance with 
4.2.1 shall be classified as “rejections” and as having unacceptable defects under 
the following conditions : 

42.3.1 Major defects (AQL 1.0 percent).—(Considered as not reworkable 
during production). 

a. Cord buckles.—When the cord fabric contains folds or buckles which 
throw any part of a given ply (except splices) out of its proper plane. 

b. Off-register treads.—When the treads are diametrically off-register more 
than gz inch in 7.50 or smaller tire sizes; or more than % inch in larger 
sizes. 

ce. Tread flash.—When tires from cocked molds show a depression inside 
the carcass; or a thickness of flash (rind) at the mold register greater than 
the following, for the range of tire sizes indicated: 





oe eg hE ee ae eee eee pee eee Ag inch. 
Sizes above 6.50 and including 9.00__..._........__.__.____ ¥% inch. 
iy ian ee oh rn %e inch. 


d. Ply coats.—When inner ply coats (reinforced construction) as speci- 
fied in 3.3.2.4 are missing. 

e. Bead kinks —When the beads are kinked to the extent that the inside 
surfaces of the carcass show a bulge 4g inch or more in height. 
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f. Bead dimensions—When the width (of controlled-bead tires) is more 
than 10 percent less than the applicable value specified in Drawing O08988-X. 

4.2.3.2 Minor defects (AQL 2.5 percent).—(Not acceptable unless corrected 
by use of approved methods). 

a. Incomplete branding.—May be restored or added, with impressed or 
raised characters, to conform to the requirements specified herein, provided 
such restored or added characters are approximately the same size as those 
produced by the mold. 

b. Tread craters——May be spot repaired, when not more than 3 inches 
long, and not more than one-half the skid depth or one-half the element 
width. 

c. Tread folds.—May be repaired, when not more than 3 inches long, 
are not wider than the tread element, and do not penetrate the under-tread 
surface. 

d. Tread edges.—May be repaired by finishing, when rough or broken 
edges have a radius of more than one-half the skid depth, or when slightly 
rough or broken edges extend more than 60 degrees around the tire 
circumference. 

e. Tread splices.—May be repaired, when not more than 1 inch long and 
provided the carcass is not depressed (hollow spot) under the splice area. 

f. Tread blows.—May be punctured, when not more than 8 inch diameter. 
and located under tread or between plies; or if the blows are larger than 
8%-inch, the separated surfaces may be cleaned and cured together, using 
approved repair methods. 

g. Sidewall cracks or folds.—May be buffed to a smooth surface provided 
general tire contour is preserved, and when depth of injury exceeds 0.03 inch, 
but penetrates less than one-half the sidewall stock thickness. 

h. Sidewall splices.—May be corrected by buffing, of one open splice per 
casing, provided sidewall contours are preserved, depth of opening does not 
exceed one-half the wall thickness, and carcass is not depressed at point of 
injury. 

i. Sidewall craters or light spots.——May be repaired if area covered is 
not more than 3 square inches, and the injury is not more than one-half the 
sidewall thickness. 

j. Sidewall blisters.—May be repaired, when not more than 1 square inch 
in area. 

k. Sidewall blemishes.—May be veneered, when the injuries cannot be 
effectively buffed or patched. 

1. Bead roughness.—May be smoothed by trimming or buffing of bead toes 
or lips, provided no tie-in plies are exposed. 

m. Bead fabric.—May be cemented into position with self-curing cement, 
when fabric is loose or torn, provided no tie-in plies are exposed. 

n. Wide beads.—May be trimmed or buffed to specified maximum width 
(when applicable), but not to the extent of cutting through tie-in plies. 

0. Narrow beads.—May be built up to specified width, when not more than 
10 percent under the required value. 

p. Spread cords (inside).—May be smoothed with dough when none of 
the cords is loose, the cords in the ply below are not visible, the area of injury 
covers an arc of less than 30 degrees, the cord count in the area involved is 
not reduced more than 12 percent, and the distance between any two adjacent 
cords does not exceed 0.063 inch. 

q. Loose cords or splices.—May be cemented down, provided the injuries 
do not occur more than once in any 10 inches measured around the centerline 
under the tread. 

r. Shallow or thin spots (inside) —May be filled with dough, when such 
spots are smooth and hollow, either in the inside tire surface or in the extra 
ply coats (see 3.3.2.4), and provided such repairs do not result in carcass 
distortion. 

s. Cut or damaged cords.—May be repaired when the injury does not 
extend te more than four adjacent cords. 

4.23.3 Incidental defects (AQL 4.0 percent).—(Not acceptable when limits 
indicated are exceeded. ) 

a. Tire markings.—The tire markings shall be complete in accordance with 
the applicable requirements of 3.4 through 3.4.8. 

b. Tread-element rounding.—The treated elements may be rounded, pro- 
vided the edges are rounded not more than g¢-inch vertically, the radius is 
not more than half the skid depth, the are covered is not more than 30 degrees, 
and the rounding is not caused by lack of molding pressure. 
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ec. Tread-element edges.—These edges may be slightly chipped, rough or 
broken, provided the total circumferential length of such injuries in any 
one tire does not cover an are of more than 30 degrees, and provided further 
that these injuries are not caused by lack of molding pressure. 

d. Tread craters—The tread may have occasional slight craters or pot 
marks, when the depth of any such injury does not exceed 0.03 inch, and 
when the craters are not caused by lack of molding pressure. 

e. Sidewall craters.—The sidewalls may have slight or shallow craters 
or pot marks, provided each such injury shall have an area of not more 
than 144 square inch, and its depth shall be not greater than 0.03 inch. 

f. Airbag roughness.—The inside of the tire may show evidence of air- 
bag roughness, provided the roughness depth is not greater than 0.020 inch. 

4.24 Rejection and reinspection.—Rejection of a sampling lot shall be gov- 
erned by the applicable provisions of Standard MIL-STD-105 and by 4.2.1 and 
4.2.2 of this specification. A sampling lot rejected on initial inspection shall not 
be resubmitted for inspection until evidence has been submitted to the procuring 
agency that all deficient tires have been removed from the lot. 

4.3 Methods of tests—The tests under this specification shall be for qualifica- 
tion and for quality control as specified herein. 

4.3.1 Qualification tests—For qualification, one tire of the sample submitted 
under 4.1.1 shall be checked for conformance with tire section, skid depth and 
other specified dimensions (except thickness). It shall then be subjected to 
breaking energy (plunger), tensile strength and elongation tests and measured 
for thickness of sidewall. After one tire has passed the measurement and energy 
tests, two others shall be subjected to the endurance (wheel) test. When these 
have passed the endurance test, the remaining five tires shall be given the road 
service test. 

4.3.1.1 Retest.—In the event of failure of any sample to successfully complete 
all required qualification tests, no sample will be accepted for retest until satis- 
factory evidence is submitted by the manufacturer that the deficiencies have been 
corrected. 

4.3.2 Quality control tests.—One tire of the initial sample taken in accordance 
with 4.1.2 shall be measured in accordance with the applicable provisions of 4.4, 
subjected to the breaking energy (plunger), tensile and elongation tests (see 
4.5.1 and 4.5.2), and then measured for thickness of sidewall (see 4.4.2.2). If 
the first tire passes all these tests, two more tires of the sample shall be given 
the indoor endurance tests (see 4.5.3). If these two tires pass the endurance 
test, the five other tires from the sample shall be subjected to the road service 
test (see 4.5.4). 

4.3.2. Rejection.—Failure of a quality control sample of any item to success- 
fully complete all the above specified tests will result in the discontinuance of 
production and of acceptance by the Government of the item involved. In order 
to resume production and secure acceptance of such item, the contractor shall 
submit to the procuring agency satisfactory evidence, by retests in accordance 
with 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.2.3' that deficient conditions have been corrected. 

43.2.2 Retests——Dimensional checks, tensile and elongation tests, breaking 
energy test and endurance test shall be conducted by the contractor, under the 
surveillance of the Government inspector or verified by certified test reports, 
following the applicable test conditions and procedures of this specification and 
in accordance with the following: 

a. Failure of the one tire to successfully pass the original measurement, 
breaking energy, tensile and elongation tests, will require that two additional 
tires be subjected to these tests. Failure of either one of these retest tires 
will be the basis for rejection of the item involved. 

b. Failure of either one of the two tires subjected to the indoor endurance 
test to successfully complete the original test will require that two additional 
tires be subjected to that test. Failure of either one of these retest tires 
will be the basis for rejection of the item involved. 

4.3.2.3 Road service retest——Failure of the five tires to pass the road service 
test (see 4.5.4) will require that five additional tires, furnished by the contractor, 
be subjected to that test. Failure of this retest sample to pass the road service 
test will be the basis for rejection of the item involved. 

4.4 Dimensional checks. 

4.4.1 Mounted tire-—A sample tire shall be mounted on the measuring rim 
shown in the applicable drawing, inflated to the pressure shown for recommended 
maximum load in the Year Book and Military Supplement (see 2.2), allowed to 
stand for 5 minutes at room temperature, and then readjusted to specified pres- 
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sure. With the tire thus prepared, the following measurements shall be made 
and the averages reported, to determine compliance with the applicable drawing. 
(See 3.3.1.) 

4.4.1.1 Skid depth—tThe skid depth shall be determined by inspection of mold 
drawings, or by measuring actual molds. 

4.4.1.2 Outside diameter.—The outside circumference of one tire shall be 
measured to the nearest tenth of an inch, and the result divided by 3.1416 to 
determine the diameter. 

4.4.1.3 Tire width—A new tire shall be calipered at six different points 
spaced approximately equally around the circumference, and the average of 
these measurements determined. Each meaurement shall be made at a point of 
maximum width of ribs, bars or decorations. 

4.4.1.4 Tire section—A new tire shall be calipered at six different points 
spaced approximately equally around the circumference, and the average of these 
measurements determined. Each measurement shall be taken over the normal 
sidewalls, and shall not include protective ribs, bars and decorations. 

4415 Tread contours.—Measurements of tread-contour dimensions shall be 
made of a check tire from the mold when originally designed. 

4.4.2 Unmounted tire-—Measurements of the unmounted tire, to determine 
compliance with applicable values shown in drawings (see 3.3.1), shall be 
made as follows: 

4.4.2.1 Bead width—The bead width shall be measured and recorded, using 
a new, unmounted tire, and a suitable gage. 

44.2.2 Thickness.—Using a tire destroyed in the breaking energy (plunger) 
test, the thickness of the sidewall shall be measured, in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of Specification ZZ—R-601. 

4.5 Physical and performance tests. 

4.5.1 Breaking energy (plunger) test. 

4.5.1.1 Test specimen.—One new (unused and untested) tire, taken from the 
selected sample (see 4.1), shall be subjected to the breaking energy test, after 
being mounted and infiated as specified in 4.4.1. 

4.5.1.2 Procedure.—To determine the force and penetration at break a cylin- 
drical steel plunger, 144 inches in diameter, with a hemispherical end, shall be 
forced into the center of the tread portion of the tire at the rate of 2 inches per 
minute. Five of these measurements shall be made, at points equally spaced 
around the circumference of the tire. In the event that the tire fails to break 
before the plunger is stopped by reaching the rim the force and penetration 
shall be taken as this occurs. 

4.5.1.3 Calculation.—The energy value (to determine compliance with 3.6.1 
and table III shall be calculated from the average values at break by means of 
the formula: 

W=FxXP 
2 
where, W=energy at break, inch-pounds. 
F=force at break, pounds. 
P=penetration at break, inches. 

4.5.2 Tensile strength and elongation tests—The tire passing the breaking 
energy test shall be subjected to tests for tensile strength and ultimate elongation 
of tread and sidewall, to determine compliance with 3.6.2 and 3.6.3. These tests 
shall be made as follows: 

4.5.2.1 Test specimens.—Test specimens shall be cut (longitudinally at center 
of tread or sidewall) with a die conforming to shape B in figure 2 of Specification 
ZZ—-R-601. On tread specimens the nonskid portion shall be sliced off with a 
knife, after which the central portion shall be buffed on each side over a length 
of 2% inches until free from friction compound, fabric impressions, or irregu- 
larities of surface. In case specimens conforming to shape B cannot be obtained, 
specimens may be cut with a die conforming to shape E of figure 2. On sidewall 
specimens, gasoline shall be used, if necessary, to separate rubber and fabric, 
and one or both sides shall be buffed as may be necessary. 

4.5.2.2 Procedure.—The specimens, prepared as described in 4.5.2.1, shall be 
tested for tensile strength and ultimate elongation in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of Specification ZZ—R-601. 

4.5.3 Indoor endurance test—Two tires shall be taken from each set of 
samples or from each sampling lot and subjected to test in accordance with the 
following: 

45.3.1 Test specimen.—The test specimen shall be tires mounted on rims as 
specified in 4.4.1 and inflated as required in tables V and VI, as applicable. 
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4.5.3.2 Apparatus.—The apparatus shall consist of a flat-faced steel wheel 
67.23 inches in diameter (4499 mile in circumference) and at least as wide as the 
cross-section of the tire to be tested. During this test the wheel and tire shall 
be located in an air space controlled at a temperature of 100°+5° F. 

4.5.3.3 Procedure.—Each test specimen, mounted and inflated as required 
above, shall be pressed against the test wheel (pulley) with the initial load called 
for in tables V and VI, as applicable. Then with the surrounding air held at a 
temperature of 100°+5° F., the tire shall be run at each of the loads and for the 
times indicated in the applicable tables. At the end of each run a record shall 
be made of the inflation pressure, with the first reading taken 3 hours after the 
start of the test. In the event the pressure falls below the first value at later 
readings, it shall be brought up to the first value while the tire is at running 
temperature. At the completion of the total test miles required in the table the 
tires shall be cut down and examined to determine compliance with 3.7.1. 

45.4 Road service test.—The five tires for road test (see 4.1.1 and 4.1.2) shall 
be subjected to a road-service test for a distance and under conditions as directed 
by the procuring agency. Should any of these tires fail during the first 
5,000 miles of the test because of cuts, punctures or other accidental road haz- 
ards, it may be replaced with another tire, and the first tire will not be con- 
sidered as having failed the test. At the completion of the test, each tire shall 
be cut down and examined to determine compliance with 3.7.2. 

5. PREPARATION FOR DELIVERY 

5.1 Packaging and packing.—The pneumatic tires and flaps under this specifi- 
eation shall be packaged and packed for domestic and overseas shipment in ac- 
cordance with Specification JAN-—P-4. 

5.2 Marking.—The tags to be attached to tire for shipment shall bear any 
special or technical markings specified (see 6.2), and shall also be marked in 
accordance with the applicable requirements of Standard MIL-STD-129. 

6. NOTES 

6.1 Intended use——The tires under this specification are intended primarily 
for mounting on tactical trucks, truck-tractors, trailers, semi-trailers and similar 
wheeled vehicles used by the U. 8. Armed Forces. 

6.2 Ordering data.—Procurement documents should specify the following : 

a. Title, number and date of this specification. 

b. Size, ply rating, type and stock number as listed in Department of the 
Army Supply Catalog ORD 5 SNL H-14, or superseding documents (see 1.2). 

ec. Cord designation to be used to identify tires with cord other than cotton 
or rayon (see 3.4.2). 

d. Special or technical markings required (see 5.2). 

6.3 Qualification.—In the procurement of products requiring qualification the 
right is reserved to reject bids on products that have not been subjected to the 
required tests and found satisfactory for inclusion on the Army Military Quali- 
fied Products List. The attention of suppliers is called to this requirement, and 
manufacturers are urged to communicate with the Commanding Officer, Detroit 
Arsenal, Center Line, Mich., and arrange to have the products that they propose 
to offer to the Army tested for qualification in order that they may be eligible 
to be awarded contracts or orders for the products covered by this specification. 

6.4 Payment for tires used in testing. 

6.4.1 For qualification—The sample tires submitted for qualification (see 
4.1.1) should be furnished at the expense of the supplier, without cost to the 
Government. 

6.4.2 For quality control.—The sample tires selected for quality-control test 
(see 4.1.2), if found in compliance with the specification, should be paid for by 
the Government. Otherwise they should be furnished at the expense of the con- 
tractor, without expense to the Government. 

6.5 Coverage.—This specification covers only the classes, types compounds, 
performance requirements, etc., of the commodity as purchased by the Ordnance 
Corps for tactical use by the U. S. Armed Forces. 


Notice, This specification, together with specifications and drawings pertain- 
ing to it and bearing a “Notice” of similar restrictions, is intended for use only 
in connection with procurement by the United States Government, and shall not 
be reproduced either wholly or in part except when authorized in connection with 
Government procurement, nor be used for any other purpose except when spe- 
cifically authorized by the Chief of Ordnance. 
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Custodian : 
Army—Ordnance Corps 


Tas_e I.—Military tires: Special synthetic rubber content 





Minimum total GR-S, 
percent 





Nominal tire size Ply rating | Tread (class) 


Size group | Individual 
(average) tire 





97. 
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TABLE II.—Military tires: Standard and less than standard plies 





Number of full plies 
to be furnished 


Nominal tire size (inches) Class (tread) 





Less than 


Standard ! standard 2 





All sizes 
cilia atte Micheal Fania orice ae eit 


T-annieehtiwdee== 


oe 
SHDOSCMBOOSHBOODRe 





| 
| 











1 The “standard’”’ numbers apply to tire plies when using cotton or 1,100/2 rayon cord. 
2 The “‘less than standard”’ numbers apply to tire plies using a minimum of 2,200/2 (or 1,100/2/2), or 1,650/2 
(or 1,100/3) rayon cord. 
2To be furnished with two extra cap plies; see 3.3.2.2. 
4 These class CC tires to have two extra cap plies, at option of manufacturer, when required to meet 
breaking-energy values of table III. 


TABLE II[I.—Military tires: Breaking-energy values 





+ | 
Nominal tire size (inches) Ply rating | Class (tread) | 


| 


Breaking- 
Inflation energy value, 
pressure | 
(P.s.i.) | minimum 
| (In.-Ib.) 
| 





| 
} 
| 
} 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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TABLE IV.—Military tires: Balance limits for tire assemblies and tires 





























| 
| Moment of static un- | | 
Tire size, Ply | balance (max.) (oz.-in.) || Tire size, Ply 
nominal ane | | nominal | | # 
(inches) anne (inches) | "Snes 
sse yi i y 2 |} 
| Assembly !| Tire only | | 
| 
6.00-16__.___- 6 | 40 60 || 10.00-22___- | 12 
7.00-16_----- 6 | 50 75 |) 10.50-18__-_.__| 10 
7.50-16 4,8 60 90 || 11.00-18______| 10 
| Ss 8 | 120 145 || 11.00-20______| 12, 14 
7.00-00....... 8 90 120 || 12.00-20-. --| 14, 16 
OOO 10 110 140 ||} 14.00-20____- 12 
9.00-20.___.-- 8, 10 | 135 165 || 14.00-20____- | 20 
10.00-20-_-__.- 12 | 180 215 || 14.00-24____- | 20 
| 





Moment of static un- 
balance (max.) (0z.-in.) 





Assembly ! 


180 
180 
185 
195 
225 
260 
285 
310 





Tire only 2 





215 
210 
215 
225 
255 
296 
315 
344 











1 Includes tire, flap when required, and inner tube conforming to applicable requirements of Specification 
2 


ZZ-T-721. 


2 These figures to apply only when tires are procured without flaps or inner tubes. 


TABLE V.—Military tires: Conditions for indoor endurance test* 





Tire size, nominal 
(inches) 


2 Ear 


C2 ee 











~ Inflation | 
Ply | Class | * 
Ae - | pressure, | 
rating (tread) | psi 
| 

6 | MS 45 | 
} 
6 | cco | 45 | 
s| MS | 45 | 
ea eet 
8; MS 60 | 
10 MS 65 | 
| 
8 | CC 45 | 
| 
10 | MS 65 | 
12 MS 70 | 
12 | CC 70 
] 

12 cc 45 





| 


| | 





| 
| Mm. p. h. | 


Speed, 


40 | 


30 


30 





30 


| 
| 
| 
| 








Time | Test 
- Load? | Load? 
of run (percent)| (Ib.)  |__ miles, 
(hr.) minimum 
ee Kl) os i nel 

7 100 | 1,140 | 1, 880 
16 120 | 1, 368 |---=--- 
24 140 |  * eee 
7 100 1, 440 | 1, 880 
16 120 | 1, 798 4 wesc 
24 140 | 2,016 | Pee 
7 80 | 1, 760 1, 410 
16 100} = 2,200 J-=2s:2-... 
24 | 120} 2.640 |--2222 2 
7 80} 1,900) 1,410 
16 100 | fo Fae 
24 120 | 2.850 |--.---.-- 
7 80 | 2, 320 1, 410 
16 100'| . 2,900 |--..-....- 
24 120 | 3, 480 ' 
7 80 2, 220 1, 410 
16 100 2,775 Cb BP a8 
24 120 3, 330 : 
7 80 2, 760 1, 410 
16 100 ee eee 
24 120 i’ 3 See 
7 80 | 3,200 1, 410 
16 100 | ea ae 
24 i) Age L........ 
7 80 3, 600 i, 410 
16 100 a ee 
24 120 |, =a 
7 80 4, 360 1, 410 
16 100 | i) $8 & eee 
24 120 Wy eee 








1 Table applies to military tires with special synthetic content. 
2 The 100 percent loads (in pounds) are those shown as recommended maximum loads in the Year Book 


(see 2.2). 
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TABLE VI.—NMilitary tires: Conditions for indoor endurance test? 





| 
Inflation | —— | Time of 
Type of tires pressure, Spee d, Load, 
} zs j 
| p.S.1. 


Test 
miles, 
minimum 


: | run 
m. p. h. | percent 2 (hr.) 





Light truck and truck-bus (10-ply rating and smaller) | (9 40 80 | 7 | 1, 880 
100 | >| 


120 
Truck-bus (12-ply rating) 2 40 70 


90 | 
| 


1, 880 
100 | 
Truck-bus (14-ply rating and larger)_.-.....-...----- ) 30 70 

90 | 
| 100 | | 
| 











1 Table applies to military tires with synthetic content in accordance with current Government regula- 
tions. 


2 Inflation pressures shall be those shown for applicable tires at maximum recommended loads in the 
Year Book (see 2.2). 

3 The 100 percent loads in the table are those shown as maximum recommended loads in the Year Book 
(see 2.2), for the particular type, size and ply rating of tire involved. 





APPENDIX C 


[Telegram ] 

ReEpwoop Ciry, Cauir., May 21, 1956. 

JoHN J. CouRTNEY, 

Special Counsel, 
Subcommittee for Special Investigation, 
House Armed Services Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Re your wire this date, contract DA-04-200-ORD-_370, covered date operations 
April 1, 1955, through March 31, 1956, total payments received to date, $443,189.29. 


WETMORE Hopges & ASSOCIATES. 
x 

















